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A REVIEW QF THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY
S “AND .
AN OVERVIEW OF THE PRESENT VOLUME

’: . o ' . . R

REVIEW ' } N : o ;

2 e .

In response to questions about educational policies, SDC and'its subcontractors are studying
compensatory education (CE); its nature, quantity, and environment, its sustained effects, and .
its generality, in &’ large study called. The Sustaining Effects Study. This thorough study will
result in ‘a,series of teports from the follow_/ing subsgudies: ) ' - T ‘
The Longitudinal Study. In the LonngitudinaI-Study, the growth of children in'reading, math,
functional literacy, and attitudes toward school were assessed in the fall and spring for three
consecutive years. The amount and kind of instryction in reading and math was also deter-
mined for each student. In addition, teacHers and principals reported on their practices of
instruction and teaching. Thys, it was possible not only to assess student, growth over a
three-year period, but to relate this growth to the instruction. ' .

]

The schools in the study were drawn fromrthree dﬁeren’t groups. The Representative Sample,

. of schools is a sample care?ully drawn to represent all of the nation’s public schools that have

some of the grades oﬁe~through-six:/\ second group of schools, the Comparison Sample, is
composed of schools that have large proportions of students from poor homes but dg not
réceive special funds to.offer CE. services.  The third group is the Nominated Sample, com-
»posed of schodls nominated because their educational programs had promise of being effec-
tive for low-achieving students. During the first year of the study, data were collected from

328 $chools and about 118,000 students.
/

i

The Cost/Effectiveness Study. Information was obtained on the resources and services to
which each student vz/as exposed during reading and math instruction. Copst estimates were
generated on the basis of this information. Because the effectiveness of the instructional

"programs is” being détermined in the Longitudinal Study, it will be possible to relate the

effectivéness to thefost of eath program. : .

The Participation Study. The purpose of the Participation Study was to determine the relation-
ships among econ)émic status, educational need, and instructional services received. The
educational achievement of the'students and the services they received were’obtained in the
Longitudinal Study, and the refined measures of economic status were obtained in the Partici-
pation Study. Visits were madé to the homes ofdver 15,000 randomly selected students from

»
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lected on the economic level of the home and on the parents’ attitudes toward their children’s -~
_school and learning experiences Thus, the level of student achievement and services could
" be related to the economic level of a student’s home. :

[

The Summer Study The Sustaining Effects Study also examined the effectiveness and Cost-
effectiveness of summer-school programs Information about the summer sc hool experiencey
of the students was combined with ather SES data The fesource-cost model, de\ eloped for
the regular-yéar, cost- effectneness study, was-adapted to the needs of.the summer-school -
study .

.

Successful Practices in Hzgh‘ Poverty Schools This study 1s intended to identify and describe’

|
ingtructional practices and contexts that appear to be effective in raising the reading and math |
achievements of educatlonally dlsad»antaged students. In-depth obseryational and intery ew

]

THE REPORT szm% ST T \ S

The-major findings of the reports already published are discussed briefly below, along with
references 13 the specific reports from the SES that address them .

.
Al [ P ~

data wére collected from }S schools partncnpalmg m the SES

.

<y . \ R ¥
A Description of Student Selection for CE as 1t Relates to Economic Status and Academic
Achievement, The Education Amendments of 1974 required several stuches to provide the
information necessary for the improvement of alocation formulas and other aspects of the
Title kprogram that would be incorporated into jhe reauthorization of Title | in 1978. One
of the major unanswered questions that Congress had posed was concerned with just who
received the services provided under Title | funds. Some members of Congress had bee\
considering altening the allocation intentions of Tntlé‘luto stress economic disadvantagémént’
less dnd educational dnsadvantagement more. In addition to any pohtical differences that
mught be expected to enter into a discussion of such changes, there was also concerh about
jushow different the results would be under severalallocation formulas. Clearly, in order to
make a decision Based on more than simple political expednence Congress required informa-
tlon§1 the following questions: :

.

‘
-

1. How many econom/ca//y needy children do, and o’o not participate in Title 1?
2 How many educationally needy chularen do and do not partnc:pate in Title 12
3. How s Title | participation related to economic and educational need, jointly?
4

What kinds of educational services are receved by economically and educationally
disadvantaged chnldren that are different from those received by non- dosadvantaged
children? - . i . T

e
5. ° How are Title | participation and academic achievemeri related to the children’s
home environments, their parents’ participation in and awareness of their education,
and the parents’ satisfaction with the eduCatlonal services tha¥ their children receive?

1 .
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_These Qm:stauns were addre_ssed in Technical Reports 32 (Breglio, Hinckley, anﬁ Beal, 1978),
* #3 (Hhindkley,*Beal, ahd Bregho, 1978), and #4 (Hinckley, Beal, Breglio, Hdertel, and Wiley,

19791 A brief summary of answers to the five questions 1s provided below

1

to

~1

K

S . \ i
About 29 percent ot poor’studentssparticipate in Title | compared to about 11 percent

* ot the nun-poor students (Report #2) Looking at CE in general, about 40 percent of

thespoor studenty and about 21 percent of the non-poar studenty participate. From
these findings, we can see that proportionally mere poor students parnupate in the
services than non-pQor ones. * ‘

Uslng the grade;equivalent metric (one year beloty ?,\pec'tauon for the student’s
current Brade) as the definition for educational disadvantagement, about 31 percent
of the low- achieving students participate in Tuﬂe I, while only 10 percent of the
regular-achieving students do (Report #£2). For CE in general, the percentages are 46
for low achievers and 19 for regular achievers. Among the regular achievers who

‘participate in CE, many scorg, below the national median on achievement tests.

Participation rates for Title | and for CE in general are highest for students who are
both eu;numuchy and edumtl()nally disadvantaged (Report #2) Forty-ong petsent
of these students’ participate in Title 1, and 54 percent participate in CE general
Participation ratey are next highest for students who are educationally but not
economically needy (26 and 41 percent, respectively), and next highest for students
economically But Aot educataonally needy . (20 and 28 percent respectively) Only 7

‘percent of the students who are neither educationally nor economically needy partici-

putt‘ it Title 1015 percent for CEn general). These participation rates were interpreted
ds mdicating that the.then-current allogation procedures were being complied with,
and the intentions of the law were being met fairly 4vell, =

In comparison to NON-poOT st(:dents, poor students rec eive mare hours of instruction
per sy ear'withaspeda! teachers, moré hours of instruction in medium- and small-sized
groups, fewer hours of independent study, and more non-academic servyces such as
guidance, counseling, health and nutrition (Report #£3) The differences are even
stronger when poor Title | students are compared. to others. Therefore, we can
conclude that the distnbution of educational services 15 in line with the intent of the

laws and regulapions R

Two aspects of the ¢hildren’s home environments bore significant and consistent

relations to achievement amount of reading done at home and the educational
attarnment of the head of the household. Other var'nqbles, such as family size, TV-
watc hing behavior, and type of livig Guarters were not conststently related to student
achievement (Report #£4). Although most parents (67 percent) know whether their
children’s schools have special programs for low-achieving students, few (40 percent)
knew of Title I and even fewer knew of or participated in the local governance of the
Title [ program Poor parents, in general are less |nvolved|n their children’s educa-
tional programs have lower expectations of their’children’s attaimments, give lower
ratings to the quality of their children’s educanons but perceive Title | and other CE
programs as being helpful . -

Description Of the Nature of CE Pragrams, Charactenstics of Partiupating Students, Sc hools,
‘and Fucational Services The Partiupation Study dealt alrvst exclusively with what has
. ’
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been called “selection for recept of CE or Title I," without exaimining 190 closely what such '
programs really are and how they differ from the programs regularly offered by the schools.
Before we could draw any relationships between selection, receipt, or participation in a CE
program and the academic achievement of students, we had to be assured that there really
was a program that was distingt; could be specified in some way, and had a reasonable chance

\:é making an impact (otherwise, we would simply be making comparisons on the basis ot

signment Yabels) As will be seen, not only did we analyze data on the basis of assignment
labels, but we also considered the actual services received in order to address directly the

‘possible differences between the intention and the actuahty

. 4
Based on the analyses of data obtained from about 81,500 students in the Representative-
Samples, Technical Report #5 (Wang, Hoepfner, Zagorski, Hemenway, Brown, andBear,
197.8) provides the following important conclusions? _ ' -

7o  Students participating in CE aredower achievers (mean score at the 32nd percentile).
than non-participants (53td percentile)  Seventy percent of the participants were
judged by their teachers as neéding CE, while only 19 percent of those not participat-
g werelso judged More minonty students participate in CE, proportionally, than
Majorty s\t\udents, but 'partiipation in CE has hittle relationshy with studentgattitudes
towards school, early school experiences, summer expernﬁes, or the involvement,
of their parents in their educational programs *

¢ Minonty, podr, and léw—échieving students tend to receive more hours of instruction
— yk smaller groups and by special teachers, and recelve more non-academic services,

" but therr attendance rates are generally lower too, so they do not take maximum
advantage of the speciat services provided.

o  The useful predictorsp{.vyhether or not a student 1s selected to receive CE are his/her ;
4 teacher’s ;figmeént of need and participation in CE in the previous year. When these ~

+ variables_are"considered, achievement scores, non-English language spoken in the

home, and economic status contribute little ma)e to the prediction.
: . >

‘e About two-thirds of the students partncipa{ing in CE in 1975-76 participated in the
1976-77 school year also. ’

x t

e  CE<)udents in general andTitle I students in particular recerve more hours of instruc-
tion per year than non-CE students. The CE students also receive more hours of

- . [4

instruction from special teachers. Among CE students, Title | students receive the
greatest number of hoursof instruction, more fréquently with special teachers, and
in small instructional groups. There are no significant and consistent differences be-
thveen CE students and non-CE students with regard to theif teachers’ instructional
sub-grouping practices, use of lesson plans, extent of mdividuahzation of instruction,
frequency of feedback, or assignment of homework

®  Students recewve between 5 to 9 hours of reading instruction per week, decreasing
steadily with higher grades, and betwee;n 5 and 6 hours of math instruttion per week,
farrly constant over all grades. . v

CE services are delivered during regular instructional hours with different kinds of

4
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activities for the participants (so that, in effect they ‘miss’ the regular instruction
received by their non-participating peers). .

i N
e Title| schoolsﬁave higher average per-participant CE expenditures in reading and
math than do 3chools#with other CE programs.” The average Title | per-participant
expenditure ts about 35 percent of the average per-pupil regular (base) expenditure.

e Schools receiving CE generally have larger enrollments, higher concentrations of poor
students and low-achieving students, and students with less educated.parents. These
schools have greater administrative and instructional control by their d|str|cts and have

+ higher staff-to-student ratios.

®  Schools that select higher percentages of regular-achieving students for receipt of CE
services havelarger percentages of minonty and -poor students, probably reflecting
their tenden;y for saturation of CE programs.

®  Most districts use counts of students receiving reduced-price lunches, and counts of
aid to families with dependent children, to determine school eligibility, while most |
schools select students on the basis of standardized achievement tests, frequently
augmented by teacher judgments Similar selection criteria are employed by non- .
public schools ~
. . N €
Cost-Elfectiveness,of Compensatory Education Inits deliberations for the reauthorization of
Title I, Congress also wanted information on the effectiveness of the Title | program relative
to its cost. While it appears eminently sensible to ask the question of cost-effectivness, it 1s
difficult to prowde the answers in a manner that will be intgrpreted correctly. By analogy, the
results of a cost-effectiveness stud’f/ are Iakely to be that 1t's more cost effective to miss a bus
than a taxi”’ ‘

In the study of cost-effectiveness of CE, efforts were made to preclude such emigmatic
conclusions and, at the same time, to make cost estimates on a sounder basis thart in the past.
In Technical.Report #£6, Haggart, Klibanoff, Sumner, and Williams (1978) developed and
presented a resource-cost model that translates” the:measures of resource exposure into”
estimates of standard dollar costs for each student's instructional program. The overall strategy
for estimating costs provides a dollar metric that reflects the measure of individual resource
exposure, accommodates interregional price differences, 1s insensitive to the differential effec-
» tiveness of purchasing departments 1n obtaining the best buys, and 15 sensitive in discerning  w
intra-lassroom differences among the instructional programs on an equitable basis that is not
confounded with other economic 15sues. - )
Using the resource-costs, CE students in general, and Title | students in particular, were fo‘urB .
to be offered substantially higher levels of educatnonal resources, and hence more tIy -
programs Participation in CE differentiates the resource-costs for services offered much
than. do poverty, achuevement level, race, or any other*characteristics.

-

e

In TechrhcabReport #7, Sumner, Klibanoff, and Haggart (1979) related resource-costs to
achievement to arrive at=gh index of cost-®fectiveness. The results of the analyses were
nonetheless, subject to the invidious interpretations suggestedf by the analogy above. Due to
. the low-achievement levels of the children selected for CE ahd their relatively slow rates of

.
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" achievemient growth, the Increased cost associated with CE appeared to be misspent (il'the”  *

. same way that money for se»e‘vr_ely. ill and terminal patients appears to be not as effectively '
spent as it is for muldly ill patiénts). It is importdnt to point eut, however, that the appearance
may‘not tell the true story Because we can’t obtain truly appropriate comparison groups, we
don‘t know what would have happened to the agfwie»ement growth of the CE students if they
had not participated Based on the comparison groups we could form, however, CE programs
did not appear to have ?n,adifantage over regular programs in terms of cost-effectiveness’

> N
*

N ]

The Effectiveness of Summer-School Programs The SES also studied the results of attendance
"at summer school, because Congress had an interest in knowing if such attendance were the
key to the prevention of the assumed progressive achievement-deficit &f lgw-achieving stu-
dents If we could find that attendance at summer school had positive academic effects insofar

as the atteridees didn't ‘fall back’ to the achievement levels of previdus years, then Congress
would want to consider increased funding fo? or advocacy of summer instruction tn the new -
authorization for, Title |.

e
’ N

. - e . : ?

Technical Report 8 (Klibanoff anmgart, 1979) shows that attenddnce at summer school

. has little or no effect on the academic growth of the students who attend, especially the .
low-achieving students Because the findings are based on the study of summer schools as
they presently exist (and the evidence 1s strong that they do not offer intensive academic
experiences), the non-positive findings should not be interpreted as an indictment of summer
school;” as such, but an evaluation of the way they are presently ogz,émzed and funded.
Nevertheless, when ‘instructional services delivered in summer schools were, investigated,
none seemed particularly effective in improving students’ achievement growth,
As a by-product of the study of summer schools, we addresed the hypothesis of ‘summer
drop-off,” a hypothesis advanced to explain the presumed widening achievement gap be-
tween regular antl CE students Essentially, this hypothesis states that CE students lose much ¢/
more of their previous year’s learning during the summer recess than do regular students (with
a consequent implication that summer school might,reduce or eliminate the relative loss for .
CE students) Data collected in the SES fail to support any of the suppositions and u'nplications
Wthe summer drop-off hypothesis CE students do not suffer an absolute ‘dfwp-off’ (altléough
their achieyement growth over the summer is less than that for regular students)’ In any event,
attendancga‘t summer s‘chool does not have much of an effect. ) P

(Technical Report #£9, like Technical report #1, which describes the sampling procedure,
i5 a resource book. tt identifies all the variables and composites that have been selected or
invented forgse throughout the SES. All measures and scales are presented and rationalized.
‘In addition, Report #9A serves.as a companion volume. In it are published all of the data .
collection instruments used in the SES except for a few that are constrame? by copynght.)

The [//echv?ﬁ%ompensatory Education and the Effects of Instructional Services on
Achievement Grow, eqQst important objectives of the SES are to perform a national
evaluation of the effectiveness of Ctaag to examine the relationship of educational develop-
ment to wnstructional services and prog™s. The Tindings from previous evaluations of CE
have not been favorable and, indeed, wel often inconclusive owing to the guestionable
valdity of data and to the lack of a representafve sample. Earlier studies also failed to present

-
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v, a cf)n’yplete picture of the effects of CE betause they did npt invdive a|l elerﬁ'en_tary grades
¢ and paid little attentjon to math programs. The SES was designed to overcome the shortcom-
ings of previous studies. )

.
4 - - v -

. .
© 4

'Ig);echnical’Report #10(Wang, Conklin, Bear, and Hoepfner, 1981), ‘educational develop-
nt was exaniined with the first-year SES data to assess.the effects of CE on the achievement
owth of its partic‘ipants. Our primary aim was to determine whether GE students had made
greater fall-to-spring progress than expected, such that at the end of the school year they
~~ would’be closer to their ‘non-disadvantaged peers than they would be if CE had not been
provided. If so, then -there would be some evidence that ‘CE had helped to narrow the
anticipated achievement gap. However, an evaluation of CE should not merely assess its
effectiveness We went further to determine the underlying mechanisms to explain CE effects
so that effective services can be provided to assist CE siudents to improve their achievements.
We were especially interested. in determining the role of instguctional services in effecting
achievement growth becaus AN the variables most directly regulated in CE policy.
- Addttionally, the relationsHifs between at ent growth and other characteristics of the. .
* educational processes (e, school environmént, ¢ cteristics of instructional personnel,
and teacher’s classroom practices) were also ‘examiined. ’ .

i

——

The one-year analysis shows that during the schéﬂear, CE had positive impacts on achieve-
ment growth in reading, primanly in the'lower thyee grades, and in math in all grades. The
ways in which these observed effects come about, however, are not clear, and the beneficial * {f
effects, while detectable, are not large. Specific findings from this rep’op are\;mmanzed

below. - LT .
.. - . . . . - K h
~ @  Overall positive CE effects on the achievement growth of studeptsare demonstrated
- in both reading and math. The supportive evidence for such effects is less clear in’ .

reading than in math In’ reading, the positive effects were obsetved mostly in the first”
‘three grades and, later, in grade™d. In math, some effectiveness was shown in all grades

but to different degrées. - - v

e/ More consistently positive, CE effécts ‘weére obtained for Title | than for other CE
’ bro;;am . In fact, evidence for positiveeffects is often obtained for Title | students,
' but only infrequently for students who participate in non-Title | CE programs..

-®  The effects bf previous participation in CE on achievernent growth during the current
’ year vary with grades. Some evidence shows cont_in‘uing CE effects over consecutive
years - On the other hand, other evidence indicates'that the beneficial effects of CE =~

T may be diminished or may.not be continued for students who refeatedly receive CE.

e The analysis with structurf-relatiof models shows that CE students tend to receive .
~ more special instruction (by Special teaching staff or in small groups) but less regrular.

«instruction tby classroom‘teac‘h\ers in medium or large groups)~in comparison with %
non-CE students who weré judged as needing CE. However, evidence for positive

. effects of special instruction on achievement growth is sparse. Thus the restilts do not

* " support the expectatipn that more intensive instruction, will direCtly help redyge the
achievement.gap, between, CE- student and- their non-disadvantaged peers. | N,

a* B ' .

e The concept of a 'critical level of effort’ for narrowing-the achievement gap between A

-~
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the disadvantaged apd non- dnsad»antagéc? students cannot be substantiated by the,
one-year analysis. The data frequestly do not support an expectatuon of increasing’
return for increased IeveI of instructional effort. £ ) J

‘ e The amount of regular nristructuon and tutor- lncﬁpenden't work shows semé positive,

but modest, effects on achievement growth. In contrast, the amount ofspeC|a| anstruc\ .

tion does hot often contrrbute to the explanation of achievement growth

e .Greater expeneffce in-teaching 1s telated to higher student growth.’ 2

e For both reading and math, a high copcen‘hratron of CE student’s within a school is.a
favorable condition foy improving achievement growth, espécially in the fower two
grades. On the other hand, a school’s e®ncentration of low achievers -often proves
to be unfavorable to achievement growth. Unfortunately, the two condm(’)ns tend to

exist in the same schgols. ° s - e

- [
5

™ ln both reading and math disturbances’in mstructmn tend to be unfavorable condi-
tdns for learning in the upper grades but not in the earlier‘grades.

o &
4

e Frequency-of- feedback regarding student progress somettmes relates posltrvely to"

. ;\' achievement gmwth N R
\ ‘ '

e Few systematic and meaningful dnfferentral effects on achievement growth by ¢ 6tudent

charactenstics were obtained. ‘Further, none of the, relatronshrps was strong, and-

I

. consistency over all grades is rare. . . .
- P -7t
/ .
-

Stidies Still to Be Dgne. The remaining reports, syet to emanate from the SES, wrll agldress
the general, effects of educational practices on raising studénts’ achiévement levels, wrtﬁ
" special attention pard to'the practices found in CE programs i generaland in Title | programs
in.partitular. Impact analyses will either be based on threeyear longitydinal data or will be ;
based on in-depth observations and interviews. The extendive achievement data collected
from overlapping cohorts of students in the three years will be utrlged to descnbe the pattern
of educational growth over the years for various groups of CE and non- -CE students Analyses
of the three year longitudinal data will allow us further to examine the sustained effects of CE
and help us to determine if the presumed phenomenon of gap-widenimg bétween the disad-
vantaged_and non-disadvantaged student indeed exists. Usmg multiple approaches to the
evaluation of CE, the SES strives to uncover in a relrable manner the ‘effects and effectrveness
of the nation’s efforts in compensatory education. » / s o® o
OVERVIEW ' RS :
. - < .
The 1dea that compensatory education (CE) will have a strong positive effect on the achieve-
ment growth of the educationally most disadyantaged children contains the seeds for conflict
in its implementation. if the CE is effective, then the students receiving it will soon no longer
most in need of it and therefore will no longer be qualified to receile it. When the CE
vices are discontinued, their presu med effects might be expected to disappear, so that the
children may revert to their earlier low-achieving state and become qualified for CE anew.
This ‘revolving-door’ possibility has been of great toncern at the federal level (GAO, 1975)
and has resulted in alterations in the k!ws (PL 95-561, Section 123 of ESEA Title 1) and
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"f‘he extra efforts that had' been expended on them previously.

-

.

- t

regulations s¢ that children who receive CE services in one year'are not particularly likely to

have therr} discontinued the next.
’ - y-’

B

Thts report seeks to enlightmar' policy decisions-by de.termini'ng:

* & _ How many students have their CE services discontinued and for what reasons.
- . 4
e | the Pegular services offered to the former CE students are less intense.

® v If thé former CE students revert to ofd ®r lower rates of achievement growth.
. ®  What non-CE services are likely to prevent the presumed reversion.
. . A\

’

Our findrnés indicate that each year about one-third of the CE students have. CE éervices
discontinued, mostly due to their (relatively high) levels of achievement. Although these

. students subsequently re¢eived reduced instructional services, their educational growth does

not revert to previous low levels or to the levels of current, comparable CE students. No
particular instructional services could be identified that account for this continued growth. The
tragedy of the disadvantaged young student who becomes deprived of the presumed benefits
of CEsa distu'rblnf individual vision not confirmed in our study of large groups.

~ ~ ‘
-t

We estimaté thatin any ohe year about one-third of the elementary-school students receiving
*CE will not receive it the following year. Although this applies t6 a small percentage of the

population, (it affects no more than or\e-twelfth(of the student population), it is reasonable to*

consider that the discontinuation ef such services to those students may undermine some of

The cancern for the effect of discontinuation of CE has ‘been expressed most strongly by
educators at the district and school levels, who must deal with the human implications most
directly In an.attempt to achieve stability of services for students, many mechanisms have
begn implemented to make it lesstlik'ely’that they will be passed into and out of CE programs
repetedly during their elementary years. The possifle effects of discontinuation of CF ser-
vices, together with the reasons for it, have led us to éxamine those reasons and to investigate
what happens to the instructional servicesprovided, the achievement levels, and the achieve--
ment growth of the former CE students,and to search for instructional practices that give
promise to maintain their growth. AR : : )

s .

Why. Are C ompensatary:Educat/oh Services Discontinued? )
L T . . .
L ' - . S e ’

Three reasons for the discontinuation bf CE services were identified for study (discontinuations
due to student movement to other sthools could not be investigated because students were
sPudied only in their current schools): (1) about 60 percent of the students no longer receiving
-CE services had them discontinued because they were no longer qualified due to high
achievement (presumably with the intention that they would be replaced with students more
educationally needy), (2) 25 percept were discontinued from CE because their schools lost
CE funding'(this was not cogamon for Title | students), and {3) the remaining 15 percent were
no longer in CE because they were promoted to grades in which there were no CE programs.

v
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CE programs are generated from many sources, however Title |, and other-federal, state, and
distnict CE programs can all coexist in the same schools Due to local conditions, these
programs can be stopped or started independently of one anpther, and different ServiIces earmr
be discontinued for students for various re}bons. Chapter 1 presents a detailed picture of the

state of affairs for reading and math CE programs. The tables of th
first empurical findings published to date

LN y

’t chapter represent the |
Ed

The average achievement scores, combining reading and math, for five groups of students are

. provided below-

-

Type of Student Average Achievement -
: , Lt Percentile
Vd - )
Regular student who does not recene CE services 53
. \ . o
Student no longer sn a (E program ! : )
e Due to high ac huwwm - 39 .
e Dde to promotion to a grade without a (¢ program HA
‘e Because school ng longer has a CE program 31
o P s
Student in a CE program . 24 N

-

By looking a’[he data in a number of ways, we found the pattern in the table to be consistent.
rqéular students have the highest achievement means, and students currently in CE programs

have the lowest Those whose CE services were discontinued because their achievement was - -
too high do, indeed, have higher achievement means than their peers who have CE services
discontinued for other reasons or.who remain in the program. Whilé to some, the high rate
of discontinuation of CE services may be seen as the result of the success of the services, the
higher achievement of the disqualified group can also be seen as the result ef retaining only
the truly needy students for CE. . g

»

-

L 4
How Does a Student’s Education Change When Particiéaf/bn in CF Ends?

H
.
< * - ~

There are many ways to describe educa.tional programs so that CE students can be differ-
entiated from others. In previous reports from the Sustaining Effects Study, total hours_of
instruction offered to students was found to provide good differentiation.”A respurcescost of
the'instruction offered, in terms of standard resource dollars, provided.an even better differ-
entiation of the sefvices because such costs weigh special services mose heavily. Both these
indexes, summed-over grades and CE funding sources, are provided below for three types
of students no longer receiving CE services and two groups of comparison students, for the
school year immediately following the discontinuation of CE services.
. . . / - »

As can be seen, and as analyses-of-variance confirm, CE students are offered more hours of
instruction, and mofe costly educatignal Services than any other group of students. Regular
students are generally offered the/@west hours and the least costly services. Students no

[
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- ) . . P
' X ' _ Hours of Cost of Resources For®
N - Instruction Offered " tnstruction Offered
v, T Per School Year Per Schopl Year =
. Type of Student .
’ . Reading Math Reading , Math
: Regular students in schools with students whose Ct - P . L. .
~ services were discontinudd ° 238 175 - 245 136

Students no longer in CE programs

o Due to high achievement 242 184 281 172
o [ueto promotion 10 a grade without suc h a e . " S
ptogram . 226 “166 266 150
, ‘e Because school lost tunding. N 246 179 295 . 158
—— i —————e L1
Current CE stydents in schools whose CE ervices ) ’ ‘ )
were discontinued ”, - 265 208 420 - 278,

\e a

TA cost weghted composge explained more tully in Chapter 2+ ..
- - / . .

“ -

14

longer in CE programs are offered services inbetween the tweo extremes, but closer to_those
for regular students. The discontinuation of CE results largely in a reduction of those extra
services long presumed to characterie CE programs. The servicés that former CE students
get less of are principally instruction in small groups by specral teachers, paid aides,”and
teaching assistants.  * ’

N 4 \/ .
How Much Do I-'ormer C. E Students Grow Academ/cally When They Are No longer
ina CE Program?’ . e . . ‘

> L3 [ ~
. -y

A simple way to answer this question is to examine the level of achievemenit scores for thoge
students at the end of the schpol year following the discontinuation of CE services. Average
readmg and math scores are shown below for the varrous groups of students.

g 1 | ‘ . C .

v ‘\\ h
_— y Average Spring Percentiles
" Type of Studeht oo :
) . Reading Math N
Regular students - ' N . 533 509
Students no longer in CE,programs . -’ ‘
o {ue to high achievement . . 3 370, ., 39,7
e Due 1o promotion to a grade without such a program ' 23 4 29 b3 .
o Because school lost funding y 277 . 281
. AL :
Cyrrent CE students : 242 275
‘ . - - . . . . - i
| is also interesting to note how achievement differs; dependmg on whether the-CE program
~ is Title | or some other program. . ’ .

-
s .
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< t's not enough, however, to examine drfferences dmorjg the spring average because “for.

E

.
| . . - . N ] )
‘ .

. .

° -
. .. * Average Spring Percentiles
: Type of Student . ;
. . . . . B
N . . , ,‘R’eadmg ] Math /
T T — e v ; - L - - '
v ;
Regular students in schools with CE programs 59 3 v 553 '
L . -
. - . -
Title' 4 - . . T
q Current Title |-slud(’nls 08 - <o 218 R
e Students no longer in Title l R ' . - .
- Due 1o high achyevement” o 35 2 . 3T 4
- Due to promotion 10 a grade without suth 4 Program or .
because school lost tunding . R 33 8 R VAR .
AW _ % 2. {* T ——— STt e T —— ) - — - ’, —J
Other-Federal OF - i . \ .
®' Students currently in the 3lhor-tederal CE programs 30 3 . * 35 8 e .
e Students no longer in the othertederal CE programs \'.
“ Due 10 high achievement ) . o3t 457
-Due 10 promotion.to a grade without such a program or -
v gbecause school lost tunding . 428 o 390
State/tocal CE r[' . . > '
o Students currently i a state/local CE program” ’ 286 285
o Studentsgno’longer in a state/local CE program 2 R
Due to high achievement . 39 3 369 .
- Due to promotop o g grade without such a program or . .
b(\( ause school lost funding o 363 411
K} 4 N '
- . N ) I3
< - ’ ! ’

The Title I students are indeed the lowest - achieving students. Regardless of CEprogram, the 1
students no Ionger.ln the program are, on average, not the lowest achieving. Students whose .
CE services were dis¢ontinued because of their high achievement, while having higher spring N
scores in the following year than students still in the CE program, do not.have spring scores
like the regular students. In fact, their spring scores are closer to those of the CE students than

they are to. the regular students , s .
. ’ LY

1

An examination of the spring averages for students no longer in CE because of promotion to
a grade without sucH/a program or because their schools lost CE funding, indicates that  they .
are generally dorng better than their CE peers. . , . .

N .
v e “ S .
. ~ K

some groups, they may only reflect similar differences int the achievement levels that led to
the loss of CE in the first place. Therefore, we also examined growth rates over the school
year to account for any differences in the fall scores.” Regular students have growth ratés '
which, as would be expected, exceed those for CE students, but former CE students show
the second greatest improvement, with the rate varying dependeﬁt upon the reason that_the
CE services were discontinued. One additonal contrast i$ of mtereSt students no langer in CE

Aor any reason, show’ greater growth during their first year“out of CE than they did n the
previous year, when they were in a CE program. ‘a .

.
» ..‘..

» ’
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We can ¢onclude that for ‘students who for any réason are no longer in CE::

e They are not achieving at the rates of regular students so they are accumulating an
achievement deficit. - } N

e They are achjeving at rates equal to or higher than their CE peers, so loss of CE services
is not ca:\Srng their growth to plummet below tha of therr CE peérs.

e They are achieving at rates slightly greater than the rates they achreved in the year
when they were CE students, so loss of CE services seems mot to have serrously
reduced their achlevement growth. -.

These conclusions Iend themselves easily to’ comprehensive rnferentlal explanatrons that
conclude either that CE services are effective or that they have no impact at all (it is reasonable
to (c‘)‘nclude that CE services are not harmful to students). To know which conclusion has the
greater probahility of being the correct one, we must refer todata presented in Report #£10 of
this series Those data indicate only weak and inconsistent effects of CE services in promoting
achievement growth, so our findings are best explained by the supposition that students who
are discontinued from CE tend to be among the highest of the low achievers, and discontinua-
tion of their CE servites doesn’t adversely affect their achievement growth.

_What Instructional Services Affect the Achievement Growth -Qf Former CE Students?

Finally, a search was made among all grades, CE funding sources,zand reasons for discontinua-
tion to ﬁnd services that dre effective in improving the growth of the former CE students. We
conclud\ed that there is no set of instructional services and experiences that is particularly
effective inimproving academic growth. Some of the 14 services and experiences studied did
have significant relationships to growth. The relative frequencies of these significant findings
are provided below, summed over reading and math, grades, funding sources of CE, and
reasons for discontinuation. _ .
)

X ‘ . ) . ,
VT . ' .. - Percent ofsall Significant
. . ; ; Relations t§ Achievement
. Service erience
Educational r:nc or Experien , - Cromth That whevement

& - . :
° ~%urs of instruction with a regular teacher 1n a group of 21 or mére

students . 3
e _ Hours ofnstruction with a regular teacher in a group of 14 10 20’" '

stud § 10
° Hou;Lyf rnstruct@ with a regular (eacher in agroupof 71013 -

studertis . S
e Hours of instruction “with a regular teacher, individually or in a group N

of 2 10 6 students 12
e Hours of instruction with a special teacher in a‘group of 7 or more

students 7
° Hours of instruction with a special teacher, indvidually or 1n a group .

of'2 to 6 students -~ y S

® Hours of instruction with a paid aide or teaching assistant 1n a group
of 1 to 10 students

e Hours of instructionswith a peer tutor or adult vblunteer

- Hours of independent work using programmed matersals

e Hours of independent work using non-programmed matenals

® Summer experience in reading/math

o Summer.ntellectual experience

®

®

—_

.
R =W h ODWNON

Teacher expenence and training " o
Individuahzation of instruction

ERIC ~ - U
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When composite measures are studied in relation to achievement growth, the summary
percentages are: -

¢

Composite Measure of Educational Percent of All Significant Relations
Service or Experience to Achievement Growth*That Were Found
1

T

e Total hours of ingtruction offered .19
e Costof total resources offered 49

mmer experience in reading/math 14
o Stimmer intellectUabexperience . 19

The fata ih the lists above provide us with no basis for prescribing maintenance programs
emphasizing one or more of the service categories over the others.
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- | - CHAPTER 1. THE INCIDENCE OF DISCONTINUATION
' OF CE SERVICES - _

e £

¢

[N

" INTRODUCHON S ‘ : >

-

»

Discontinuation of CE services became an important educational issue when it was reported
(GAO, 1975) that districts and schools differed in their interpretations of the Title | require-
ment to serve the most educationally deprived students. Under one interpretation, as long as
the student is among the educationally deprived when entering, the program, hé/she is
retained until reaching an age-appropriate achievement level. Under another interpretation,
a studenthas to re’;'nqi_n among the most educationally deprived to be retained in the program;
otherwise, he/she is.replaced by a student who is more educationally deprived. Under a third
interpretation a student is retained in the program even after reaching an age-appropriate
~Jevel, in the belief that the extansion of services is necessary to maintain achievement growth
and to reduce possible regression. With these equivocations and upqn recommendations from
. states, districts, and the USOE, Congress clarified the law (Education Amendments of 1978),
The amended law emphasizes that Title | funds must be used to meet the needs of students
in greatest need, but it provides an exemption (among several) for students who were deter-
mined to be in greatest need in a previous year but no longer are, even though they are stifl
educationally deprived. In effect, the amendment officially allows schools and districts to
maintain Title | services for students who-qualified in the previous year, so that students are
not caught in a ‘revolving door’ of alternating receipt and disqualification. The amended law
~Yis’responsive to the stability needs of students while allowing administrators to formulate more

»enduring policies and applications. . ,

N
o

°

'

B

It should be remembered that the new amendments were Aot based on national findings on
the results of the different policies on children’s achievenrent growth, but only on findings that
there were policy differences and on the consensus that some of the policies could not
possibly result in benefits to the students. In order to, confirm the wisdom ef the amendments,
we would have to kn(gw the answers to the following questions:

1. Does the first year of participation in Title | result in some advantage'to a student’s
achievement growth? (If participation has no positive effect, discontinuation is not
likely tq have’a.negative one.) :

How maﬁy students have Title | services discontinued, and for what reasons? (If the
* numbers ate small, so is the problem.) .

What ‘educational services do the former Title | students receive after thejr Title |
sergices are ended? (If they receive similar services under the guise of being ‘regular’
students, there is no problem insofar as the educational goals are concerned.)

Once the Title | services are discontinued, does the achievement growth of the former
participants revert to pre-Title | levels or to the levels of similar educationally-deprived .
*students not participating in Title 12 (If it doesn’t, thenthe goals' of the program are
still being met.)

Is there a way to maintain adequate achievement growth for the former Title | stqdents

/\ . . .




~ Lo R
. .
" v

with the resources available ip the regular-eduéation program? (If there is, then we can
take advantage of it to reduce any negative consequences of discontinuation.)
' . {

The Sustaumng Effects Study (SES) 1s the only study with the data necessary to answer these
questions.’ The answer to question 1”(above) can be found in Report F£10 (Wang, Bear,
Conkhn, and Hoepfner, 1980). The purpose of this report is to provide the answers to
questions 2 through 5. We hav&not limited our study to Title 1, however but separately
consider several different CE services in the answers.

-
?

The reasons why a student 1s changed from a CE program to a regular one vary from site to
site, and child to child. Questions addressing those reasons, their frequency of occurrence,
and the achievement levels of the students invalved are explored in this chapter. First we
provide some definitions that link the concepts of CE and’discontinuation of services to the |
data we collected. This is done so the reader can evaluate the strengths of the data and thereby |
the valuduty of the conclusions drawn from them. Once the concepts are made clear, we
present tabulations of the frequencies of patterns of discontination of CE, so the reader can

see the extent of the problem in terms oOf the numbers of students affected. Following the

tabulations we present the ‘achievement levels of the students according to patterns of CE .
_discontinuation in order to gain an insight into the seriousness of the problem

W .
SOME PRELIMINARY DEFINITIONS X ~ .

’

e
H

The answers to all of these questions first require information about our definition of CE, then
about students. those currently in CE, those not'in but who were in the previous year, and
those who never were in CE (as far as we kiiow). Furthermore, one must know the reasons
why CE services were discontinued for the second group of students. In order to answer later
questions (such as those in the fext chapter about how services differ and those even later
about differences in achievement), additional data on each student are necessary. These
addmorral data are discussed, as appropriate, toranswer guestions.

Selection for CE. Here, and throughout this report, we speak’of CE selection or CE students,

and never of CE receipt. The reason for this should be made clear at the outset. When one
speaks of ‘compensatory services,” one speaks of'a concept or an intention, and not a readily
discernible reality. Unless the CE features of a student’s instruction are clearly separated in. °*
time or space from regular instruction (and often they aren’t), neither student_nor teacher,

nor evaluator can specify which service is ‘compensatory’ and which'is ‘reguldr.’ The best

that can be done, then, is to determine which-students have been ‘selected’ for CE and
therefore are CE students. It is important to keep selection and receipt of service conceptually
separate and distinct. Only in this way can we use both kinds of variables in an analysis and #
determine emprrucallywhat services typify CE programs. For example;, part of this report
studies the differences in services recerved by former CE students and current ones. This repoft
builds on analyses of ongoing programs in which'Title | students were found to receive more

of the supplemental services that currently compise what we believe ‘compensatogy’ services

to be (Report #5, Wang, Hoepfner Zagorski, Hemenway, Brown, and Bear, 1978). On this
basis, we have confudence that selection for CE services is indeed closely related to receipt

of them.
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Data¥rom Different Years Figure 1-1 shows how the data bases were constructed to answer
the questions of this report Notice that two data bases were developed. one ysing data from
the 1976-77 school year, and the other.using data from the following year. The source as well
as the nature of the information are shown in the figure Because some of the entical informa-
tion elements were niore reliably obtained during the 1977-78 school year (especially at STEP
3), the results of analyses from that year are presented throughout this report. Findings from
‘the 1976-77 school year, which esséntially confirm the 1977-78 fmdmgs,.a.re frequently
provuded in appendlces ’ .

N ’

EX?I.ORATORY ANALYSES OF CHANGES IN CE SERVICES -,

: X . ‘ -
Before discussing the reading and math samplés defined for later analyses, It is important to
examine the entire sample for our understanding of the kinds and frequencies of CE changes
(transitions) in the schools. We want answers to the second question posed at the beginning
of this chapter/How many students have CE services discontinued, and for what reasons? In
Table 1-1, it cain be seen that Title I has the lowest incidence of termination of services due
to loss of (undmg but the highest incidence of termination because the students are no longer
qualified (due to high achievement). The former observation 1s a result of Title | regulations
that encourage program continuation (stability) within schools. The latter is probably the result
of the fairly well- documented criteria for qualification, an aspect of the Title | program that
s not shared by many other CE programs. The other-federal programs have the lowest rate,
relatively, of students who continue in the program for more than one year.

Table 1-2 provndes information on the programs in which students participate in the year after
their CE services are discontinued. In this table we focus on studefits formerly in Title | and
“in any QOther CE. We can see that relatively few students participate in Other CE programs
after discontinuation from Title |, regardless of the reason for the discontinuation. Students
whose Other CE services are discontinued are much more likely to be picked up by another
program {including Title 1), even when high achievement is the reason for the discontinuation.
By and large, however, the:majority of students dropped from CE programs join the ranks of
regular students (Tables 1-1 and 1-2 have been extracted from cross tabulations of students
by CE program and by subject-area. The tabulitions anémmeﬂT'CUSSIon of them can be
found in Appendix A.) 3
Based on the total numbers of students selected for CE in year 1, the percentages of students
who were removed from their programs in year 2 forvarious reasons are shown in Table 1- 3
(the percentages are based on data from Table A-3). For Title | reading, the percentage of
students retained’is quite constant across grades, at about 60 percent, while a little over 30
percent no longer participate because of high achievement, and none lose their Title | selec-
tion status becaose there is no longer a reading program. For Title | math the picture 1s similar
except that soge schools lose funding for math programs (or they allocate funds differently),
Far other-federal and state or local programs the percentages of students retained ‘in the
programs are lower than for Title | {i.es there is greater turnover), but for most grades there
are also fewer students terminated because of high achievement. Notice that the percentage
of students retained in other-federal programs drops sharply at grade 4 for both reading and .
math, the drop apparently caused by promotion to the higher grades where such programs%

are not common /n summary, student turnover is greater in the non-Title 1.CF programs
L

§
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DATA BASE FOR FIRST YEAR
N (1976-77)

STEP 1. SELECT OPTIMUM NUMBER OF STUDENTS AND SCHOOLS TO BE STUDIED.

h

DATA BASE FOR SECOND YEAR
. (1977-78) .

4

Select all students with historical data on previous
year’s CE stafus N = 115,487 in 343 schools.
{Note The schools came fromthree'samples, one
representative of schools in the nation, one con-
sisting of schools chosen because their CE pro-
grams Jooked promusing and one

which received no (or very iittle) CE-funds )

ﬁ schools,
serving children from poverty backgro8nds but

Select all students with participation data from
school years 1976-77 and 77-78.™N = 44,508 in
176 schools (Note The numéer_o/'%choo/s was
reduced from the first year to lessen the cost of the
study The schools came from the same three sam-
ples described for the ﬂgf year The numberaf
students was further reduced by attrition and ab-
sences.) R

-

STEP 2. GROUP STUDENTS ACCORDING TO CHA

NGES IN CE.

From teacher responses to the Student Background
Checkhst®, sort students according to whether they

were formerly CE stu’dents,,tgut not now
were formerly CE students and still are
are not now CE students. and never were.
were not formerly CE stucjents, but

now are .

TN >

[

-

From teacher responses to the Compensatory Edu-
cation Roster*, and separately by three CE funding
sources (Title 1 Other-Federal, and State/Local),
determine membership in one of the four groups as
defined for the first year

)

L2

STEP 3. FOR STUDENTS WHOSE CE SERV]CES WERE DYSCO?\TINUED, GROUP BY REASON.

From teacher responses to the Studemt Background
Checklist®, sort students by the reason their CE ser-
vices were discontinued.

A because of high athievement,

8  because school lost funding.

C  because of promotion to a grade
without such a program

-

From school-wide responses to the Compensatory
Education Roster* for both years, determine if the
school lost CE From grade-wise responses within
schools, determine if the grade has no such pro-
gram, even though the school does. Then group the
students whose CE services were discontinued into
either of those groups (see groups 8 and C for first
year). The remaining students are defined by logical
elimination as having CE discontinued because of
high achievement. )

STEP 4. DO GROUPINGS SEPARATéLY FOR READING AND FOR MATH

N

Do steps 1 through 3 separately-for the two sub-
jects, as patterns of CE services differ between
them

—

Do steps 1 through 3 separately for the two sub-
jects, as patterns of CE services differ between them

N

“Instruments and thew item-response characteristics are descnbed 18 Report #9 (Hemenway, Wang, Hoepfner, Bear, and Smith, 1978) ‘

. R

Figure 1-1

Construction of the Data Bases for This Report

o
0o




. ? Table 1-1

Numbers of Students Whose CE Services Were Discofitinued, by Reason for

- . Discontinuation, CE Funding Sgurce, and Subject

A -
o Funding Source and Transition Category Reading Math
. P . - . =
Title |

~ . ¥
Title | Student in year 1, no fonger quabfied in year 2 . 2,773 1,630
~ | Titte | Student in year 1, schoo! lost funding in year 2 0 383
Title | Student in year 1, promoted out in year 2 | . 424 195
Title  Student in year {; disconfinued (sub-total) 3,197 2,209

Tile | Student'in both year 1 and in year'2 | - 5048 2,962 -
Newly selected-for Title | in year 2, 4,159 . 3,539
Not selected for Title | ineither year 1 or year 2 31,239 34,933
TOTAL ' 43,643 43,643

) Other-Federal CE ) S

.| Other-Federal Student in year 1, no longer qualfied in year 2 . 385 298
” Other-Federal Student in year 1; school lost funding in yeam2 735 454
Other-Federal Student in year 1; promoted out in year 2 354 347
Other-Federal Student in'year 1; discontinued (sub-total) 474 1,099
Other-Federal Student in year 1 and in year2 ., 335 284
* Newly selected for Other-Federal in year 2 764 264
Not selected for Other-Federal CE in either year 1 or year 2 40,916 41,842

[ t1oTAL \ 43489 43,489

State/Local CE )

State/Lecal Student in year 1; no fonger qualified in year 2 964 568
State/tocal Student in year 1, school Jost funding in year 2 1,624 990
State/Local Student in year 1; promoted out in year 2 307 . 498
State/Local-Student in year 1, discontinued (sub-total) . 2,895 2,056
. | State/Local Student in year | and in year 2 ~ 1,591 T,OGZ
Newly selected for State/Local CE in year 2 2,947 2,753
Not ‘selected for State/Local CE in either year 1 or year 2 36,050 37,612
TOTAL : . | 43,483 43,483

4

rate of mussing data, probably because of that program’s requirements for record keeping

<

.

- . \
Note  Total numbers for the different funding sources are different due to differential rates of mussing data. As can be seen, Title | has the lowest

than in Title /, and most of it can'be attributed to the ending of programs rather than student ,
achievement growth. . ) .

As noted above, a frequent reasor) that students’ CE progragns are changed or discontinued
_is that they are promoted into grgdes in which the programs are not offered. It is of some
intere3t, then, to examine the pafterns of £hanges grade by grade. Iri Table 1-4 we present

. s .
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Table 1-2

I

Numbers of Students Whose CE Services Were Discontinued by Reason for Dlscontmuatlon

and Subsequent Status p
Reason for Discontinuation
Discontinued CE Service and Achievement Promoted School Lost
. Subsequent Status Was Too High. Out Funding
Students with Title | reading dlsco{mnued - 2,773 424 0
who sulkequently became: . e
Regular #&ading students ' 2,380 363 0
Other-CE reading students 393 61 -0
Students with Title | math discontinued ' 1,630 196 383
who subsequently became- \ .
., Regular math students 1,420 ~176 351
Other-CE students 210 20 32
Students wih other reading CE discontinued - 1,329 633 2,212
who subsequently became
Regular reading students 820 285 870
Any-other CE reading students 509 348 1,342
Students with other math CE discontinued _ 847 836 p1.335
who subsequently became: . .
Regular math students 574 492 375" -
_ Any-other CE math students 273 344 960 *

In order to keep this tabte stralghlforward we have not tabulated cgses’ where students are duscontmued from a reading program apd are
subsequently found in‘a math program Foritabulations of other CE services, where students were discontinued from different programs
for different reasons, prionty was given to high achievement, then promotion, and lastly school funding These two rules eliminated any
+ + duplicate tabulations of the same students .

Note

-

. -~ —~ -, s

the percentages of students whose CE services were discontinued for each reason, separately
for reading and math programs, and for the three major funding sources. This table was

" extracted from the complete tabulations of Table A-3 in Appendix A, and is similar to Table

1-3, except that Table 1-3 considers all CE students, wh1le Table 1-4 conSlders only those'
whose CE servnces were dlscontmued

2 X
It is clear from Table 1-4 that patterns of discontinuation of services are different for the

«different CE programs. Most students who lose Title | services do so because their achieve-

ment is too high, while most students losing Other CE services do so because their schools
lost funding. Grade 3 seems to be the last grade of CE for many students, as the percentages
of students no longer participating in CE because they were promoted to a grade without such
a program increases at grade 4. The increase is most noticeable for other-federal CE programs.

«
.

Another useful perspective is obtained by examining the year 2 CE students in terms of how
-rp’any are contmumg in their programs. Table 1-5 contains percentages of those students

34
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Table 1-3 / . )
1
Percentages of CE Students in Year 2, by Subject, CE Fundmg Source, Reason for

( . Termination, and Grade —
: . Grade
" Reason for D"Ontinuation 1T "2 3 4 , 5 6
) ] " Reading '° - . ” 1
— \
Title | CE _ oo ) ) Ry
Achievement too high 30 36 i5 33 31 -33
: Promoted out of program . 7. 2 3 10 _5 .6 e
School lost funding , .- - vo- - - S
(Retained in program) ~ (63) (62) (62) . (57) (64) (61)
Other-Federal CE o~ * ) r~
Achievement too high i . Js 33 4 3 ) .19 15
Promoted out of program 1 1 17 59 22 21
School lost funding' © e56 38 37 - 28" 53 51
(Retaiqéd in program) T (28) -, (28) (31) 7) 6) (13)
State/Local CE ' ' .
Achievement too high 10 20 20 25 22 .« 24
Promoted out of program 14 7 S 7 6 - 9
‘ School fost funding : 43 38 37 - 36 37 30
{Retained 1n program) Rl (33) (35) (38) (32) 35 (37
_ >
Math - B
. Title 1 CE ] . AN
\ Achievement too hlgh 32 36 30- 31 26 °
Promoted out of program ’ 4 2 . 1 4 4 8 -
Schoo! lost funding 16 6 11 5 6 8
“(Retained 1n prograrmh. ¢ . (48) '(56) . (58) EL (59 @2 |z
Other-Federal CE :
. Achievement'too high 29 ' 43 38 8 ° 8 7
"Promoted out of program 4 - 1 0 73 s 27 21
Schoot tost funding & 39 19 23 14 . 61 56 ,
(Retained in program) (28) . (37) (39 5)- _@ (16)
State/Local CE ' ) ) .
Achievement tog high . 7 8 16 15 . 24 34
Promoted out of program c 25 19 14 22 . .12 8. \
Schoolggst funding . 28 38 30 - 306 . 35 25
(Retained i, program)’ . - (40) (35) (40) (333 - (29)‘ (33) | -

9

y . ~ a

N -
-

. ) g ,
selected for the same program in the previous year. Title | students continue in their Srograms
more often than students in Other CE programs, especially at the higher grades. This finding  *
reflects not only the greater stability and implementation of Title | programs, but also the fact
that the Title | students are the lowest of the low achievers (see Hinckley, Béal, and Breglio,
1978; Wang, Hoepfner, Zagorski, Hemenway, Brown, and Bear 1978), and are therefore
more likely to be peatedly selected for CE. * . v
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1 ' Tab'e 1"4 .
Reasons Why CE Services Were Dis’continuéd, by Grade and CE Funding Source
- . . . y

— ’
Reason for Dsscontmuatton . Percentages of Students Whose ‘CE Was Discontinued®
of CE Semces , Gr1  Gr2 Gr3  Grd4  Gr.5 -Gr.6 Total
~\‘ ‘ "~ . Reading . ;
Title | .
Because of high achievement 80, 96 92. .77 87 .84 87
Because of promotion 20+ 4 8 23 13 16 13
Becaus® school lgst funding ,(\ 0 0 0 T o0 0 0 0
(Total number di¥continued) . (87) (629 (682) (795)  (507) (497‘ (3:197)
| Other-Federal CE . . . .
Because of high achievement 21 46 46 7 19 17 26
_Because of promotion 2. 1,9 .63 24 - 24 24
Because school lost funding 77 53 53. 30 57 59 50
(Total number discontinued) (52) (292) (2658 (362) (259) (244) (1,474)
State/Local Ce > : .
Because of high achiévement 15 31 32, 36 34 38 33
Because of promotion 21 10 8. 11 9 15 11
Because school lost fundjng B4 59 60 53 57 47 56
(Total number discontinued) * (72) (625) (634) (692) (520) (352) (2,895)
- : ) Math -
itle'l , [ . i
Because of high achieverhent 61~ 81 71 78 77 62 74
N Because of promotion 8 4 3 10 9 20 .9
“Because school lost funding 31 15 269 12 14 18 17
(Total number discentinuéd) (51)  (433) 437)  (510)' (391) (387) (2,209
Other-Federal CE i b
+Because of high achievement 40 68 * - 62« 8 8- 9 27
Because of promotion 5 2 1 77 28 25 7 32
Because school 1ost funding ’ 255 =30 37, 15 64 66 41
(Total number dlscontmuedT ) (26) (18%) (1690  (296); (215) (218) (1,099)
State/Local CE - o,
Because of high achievement n 12 26 22 17 50 28
Because of promotion 42 30 23 33 50 13 24
Because school lost funding 47 58 51. 45 33 37 48
(Total number discontinued) . (36)  (408) (358k (481)  (439) (334) {2,056)
Y .

p |

N

P’ 3

*Base frequencies from which pevcemases were computed cdn be found in the first three rows of the respective section of Tab!e A3

Appendix A
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Table 1-5
Percentages of Year 2 CE Students Who Continued in the Same Program from Year 1

’

‘Kind of CE Program

-

Gr1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6
Title | reading ¢ 71 48 55 54 80 57
Other-Federal reading 69 40 :42 § 13 9 T 29.%
State/Local reading 51 34 42 41 33 25
Title | math 41 41 41 48 48 51
Other-Fedegal math 89 77 73 20 17 34
State{ Local @ath 36 26 28 « 34 24 26 |
A}
8 e v



Some students do not continue in a single CE program, but are in different programs each'year.
Tables 1-6 and 1-7 provide tabulations of some of those students. Table 1-6 shows the
percentages of the students in a CE program both years, who were also in another CE program
inYear 1. 1t can be seen that sizeable percentages of students participate in more than one

CE program, but no one program characteristically picks up students discontinued from
another one. .

\ﬁ———‘—--l

gt .
R . :

, Table 1-6 )

Fy

Percentages of Students in CE Both Years Who Also Were in Another CE Program in Year 1

. Kinds of CE Programs ~ - ‘ Gr1  Gr2  Gr3  Grd G5 Gré
Title | reading both years . ’ !
Other-Federal reading in year 1 22 10 1 8 1 1
State/Local reading in year 1- . 6 20 20, 22 19 18
Other-Federal reading both years: ,
. Title | reading in year 1| Ay 65 41 47 29 12 7. 53
State/Local’ reading.in year 1 . 25 33 37 . 25 12 53
State/Local reading both years: . .
Title t readingin year 1, A 41+ 48 54 . 40 53,
* Other-Federal reading in_year 1’ 11 - 9 9 7 43 59
Title ¥ math both years -
"Other-federal math in year 1 2 6 7 9 2 16
State/Local math in year 1 . e 0 24 23 - 25 27, 23
-Other-Federal math both years . .
Title | math in year 1 12 42 48 0 9 26 .
State/Local.math in year 1 . 25 15 9 25 9 50
State/l.ocal ’math both years — . ;
Title 1 math in year 1 4 48 49 59 52 53
. Other-Federal math in year 1 - 16 10 . 6 ' 66 72

. .6 \

. &

Table 1-7 presents information on past CE .par{icipation for the students who started a new
CE program in year 2. The students tabulated in this table have been switched from one
“program to another. We can see, for example, that about one quarter of the new Title |

students had been in a state or local program the preceding year, while very few had been
_in an other-federal program- . ‘

5" °
- N « .
-

Specifically examinfng the incidence of participation in two CE programs sjmgltanef)usly,

Table 1-8 shows the percentages of those students by program and subject. We can see tha
double participat|op is. more commén at the early grades. In reading, other-federal and state¢

- or local programs‘are rarely participated in concurrently; and in math, Title | and other-federal
progrdms rarely are.
[

i
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Tdble 1-7

Percentages of Students Starting a CE Program in Year 2 Who Were ln Some Other CE

. &

T

Program the Previous Year

B

9

ol

| \
Kinds of CE Programs~ ¢ ’ Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6
. S .
Title | rea@a‘nln year 2 ‘ T
Other-Federal reading in year 1 0 5 8 5. 5
State/Local reading in year 1 26 19 2i 26 30 \\ 23
Other-Fed&r3t reading in year 2: A .
Tite | reading in year 1 56 10 18 % 6 26
State/Local reading in year 1 . 33 15 9 16 i 18
State/Local reading inyear 2: . ‘
“Title | reading in year 1 23 12 i7 28 25 24
Other-Federal reading 1n year i -9 5 6 i8 7 5
- L3E -
Title 1 math 1n.year 2 *
Other-Federal math in year 1 11 5 3 8 2 5
State/Local math in year 1 < 14 i8 18, 24 24 26
Other-Federal math in year 2 -
Title 1 math n year 1 0 3 5 2 19
State/Local math in year l » 100 30 22 21 39 " 19
State/Local math‘in year 2 i
Title | math n year 1 4 7 12 12 17 16
Other-Federal math n year v . 4 5. 5 8 7 6
. .
Table 1- 8 ’

Percentages of CE Students Who Were Also in Some Other CE Program the Same Year

o

i
Grd Gr.5 Gr.6

Kinds of CE Programs Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3
Title.1 reading students:
Also selected for Other-Federal reading 9 3 4 i 0
Also selected for State/Local reading 6 16 16+ 19 i8 21
Other-Federal reading students: )
Also selected for Title | readmg 62 21 25 9 3
Also selécted for State/Local reading -0 4 "6 5 11
State/Local reading students:
Also selected for Title | reagding . 17 34 35 63 31 34
Also selected for Other-Federal reading 0 2 1 1 1 2
xa .
Title I-math students: - . s
Also selected for Other-Federal math 0 3 3 0 i 1
Also selected for State/Local math 24 22 20 18 15, 16
Other-Federal math students.
, Also selected for Title I, math 11 25 33 5 9 13
Also selected for State/Local math 11 13 17 37 34 28
State/Local math students: . ’ .
Also selected for Title } math 39 34 34 38 24 26
° Also selected for Other-Federal math i 2 3 4 L3 5
£
. . .
FRIC Y 3
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IToxt Provided by ERI

, , “
Finally; it 1s useful to examine students’ achievement Jevels prior to changes in thew educa-
tional programs Table 1-9 presents average achievement levels for gre'adm‘g and math for
students continuing and changing theigeducational programs..The scores are from the spring,
year,1 administration of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Sklls (CTBS). Some attrition occurs
here, since students who were absenf when the CTBS was administered were-eliminated from
the analysis Bias of the means can result from this kind*of attrition if the absent students tend
to be lower achievers. As we would expect, the regular students’ scores are higher than those
of the CE students—both continuing and new ones. Itis also apparent that'the students whose
participation in CE ended because of high achievement in year 2 did not score higher initially
than those Avhose CE services were discontinued for other reasons. This finding provides
indirect evidence that the CE was effective for those students. (Means for grade 1 have not
been recorded in Table 1-9 because the first-grade students having data for both years [632
students]‘had\all been retained in grade 1. This group of retained students had very low
achievement scores that would serve orily to cloud the important comparisons in the table).

N °

\ © Tablé 1-9
Mean CTBS Percentile Scores (from Spring of Year 1) - -
by Tran§ition Category and Grade for Year 2

B

L)

Transitior Category Gr2.  Gr3 Grd ' Gr5 Gr.6
Reading |

Regular students v 558 54.8 57.0° 535 537

Discontinued from CE .o - ’ . .
Due to high achievement . #3922 354 330 " 310 298
Due to promotion 313 207 282 354 358
Because school lost funding 383 37 4 327 It 30.0

CE students - . i

.4 Continuing n program 261 217 20.4 20.2 19 4
Started CE in year 2 35.7 328 302 325 30 4
* , : Math

Regular students 516 507 522 50.8 .51.7

| Discontinued from CE '

" Due to-high achievement 452 38.0 37.8 347 367
Due to promotion - 372 412 370 320 29.8
Because school lost funding , - 42.8 372 36 4 320 34.3

CE students
Continuing in program 299 25.2 269 » 233 24.1
Started CE n year'2 \ ' <380 3471 31.0 29.1° 329

.

~
14 . - -

Similar data are presented for year 1in Table 1-10, but CTBS scores were not availa!\le from

- the previous year (year 0), so scores from the fall of year 1 were substituted. Although these

scores were probably uncontaminated by the year 1 instructional experience, they are not
strictly comparable to the scores from the previous spfing which would haye been used to
assign students to CE AlthougR not identical to the corresponding means from year 2, these

. 1M : .
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data are in agreement wrth them in important respects. Because the students n grad'e 1 have
not all been retamed therr means may validly be compared with those of the other grades .
and are n line with them. Furthet, those -students terminated from CE because of high
achievement (the reason not inferred, as in Table 1-9) initially had highetmeans than students
terminated for other reasons. . - ) ,

Table 1-10
. . - ' AN
‘ s g ‘Mean CTBS Percentile Scotes (from Fall of Yeﬂ‘ﬂ )
by Transition Category and Grade for-Year 1 ‘
Transition Gategory Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Grd Gr5 Gr.6
eof et N | Reading
Regular students N 505 537 545 548 538 542
Discontinued from CE .
Due to high achievement 533 45 8 40 8" 354 301 317
Due to promotion 270 249 224 . 235 220 26 4
Because school lost funding 390 408 258 302 228 28.9 -
CE students . g
Continuing 1n program 333 244 217 198 202 19.9
. Started.CE in year | 267 . 257 22 1 ;25 2 270 302
. I \
¥ k’/
. Math *
Regular students . ' 493, 497 0'8 517 505 51.9
+ | Discontinued from CE - . .
Due to high achievement 56.1 46 4 41.0 358 348 40.7
Due to promotion \ 349 239 36.9 245 25.2 32.2
Because school lost funding , | 208 26.5 250 294 25.2 29.4
CE students - . : -
* Continuing n_program . | . 350 ° 256 249 223 2222 24.5
Started‘CE in year 1 284 28.3 264 7 242 26.4 27.5

p—

Y 1 1

It is of interest that the students promoted out of grades with CE readlng program have low
scO¥es. This seems to imply that lenient promation policies in the schools dllow low-achieving
students to be promotdlwhile the formal CE programs are restricted to their former grades.
Stugi’ents whose schodls lost CE programs sumrlarly have their programs end without reg?rd for
therr levels of need. Students whose CE status is terminated because they no longer qualify for
CE have higher achievement means, however, indicating that their removal from CE and their
subsgquent replacement is not haphazard. .

~

SAMPLES FOR READING AND MATH ANAI.YSES . . T
For the preceding analyses, the entire sample of studems in the SES was used. The special
sub-samples of the SES (ke Revrew and Overview) were combined to achieve sufficient
numbers of cases in critical comparigon groups to support all analyses. Evidence in Report
#£10 (Wang et al., 1979), showing great overlap among the sub-samples of achievement
scores and student characteristics, gave us confidence that combining the sub-samples would .
not distort the findings or make them less generalizable. The examination of programs and
program effects, however, requires separate analyses of data from readrng programs and from
'math programs, so that, for example, changes in reading services and in teading achievement

. *

L C 240 | ,
) - N\




! R \, ¢

A ‘

that coincide with changes in reading programs can be examined without regard to changes
in math activities. For the remainder of the analyses, then, separate samples were drawn
ifdependently for reading and for math, from each year's master file, described in Figure 1-1,

The methods by which these sam'pleés were defined and drawn arg documented in Figure 1-2,
S o - .

¢

. DATA BASE FOR FIRST YEAR , ~ . DATA BASE FOR SECOND YEAR
. (1976-77) * . {1977-78)
STEP 5. CONSTRUCT A MASTER FILE CONTAINING DATA FOR ALL STUDENTS FOR
~  WHOM THERE WERE DATA ABOUT CE PARTICIPATION FOR EACH YEAR.

Data from the Student Backgroun'd Checklist prov- | . | Data from the Compensatory Education Roster had
ided information for participation in CE in general, information on participation in CE, separated. by
not by funding source. ' funding sources (Title 1, other-fedepl, and state or

- . ’ focal).

e STEP 6. 'CREATE CATEGORIES OF .STUDENTS, CONSIDERING FUNDING SOURCES FOR
' CE PROGRAMS AND CHANGES IN PROGRAMS. '

To feducethe number of categories to those of some interest; groups were

* created t emphasized: (1) discantinuation and starting of CE over _

icontinuation, and (2) Title | over other-federal over state or local programs.
sing these criteria as priorities, {the 2ategories geperated are:

) Reg,u/ar'Students - students who did not participate in CE either year.

® Title'/ Students - students in Title | in both years, and not dropped or

" added to any other CE programs.

o._ Other-Federal Students - students in an other-federal program for both

“years, and not selected in either year for Title | or dropped from or added

to any other CE program.* e :
State/local Students - students. in state or local CE programs:in both
years and not in, dropped from, or added to any other CE program.
Title 1.Discontinued - students dropped from Title | in year 2, and not
added to any other CE program in year 2. N .
Other-Federal Discontinued - students drgpped frord’ an other-federal
program in year 2, having no change in Title | status, and not addedtoa -
state or local program. ' ’ ‘
State/Logal Discontinued - students dropped from a state or local
program in year 2, having no change in Title | status or st'atys in an
otherzfederal program. 2 :
Title | Started - students newly starting in Title bin year 2, and not
dropped froi®any other CE program. « N
Other-Federal Started - students newly starting in an other-federal .*
program in#vear 2, with no change in Title | status and not dropped from
any state or local program.. ‘ .
State/Local Started + students newly starting®in a state or local program,
with no change in Title | or other-federal program. ~ * - ..
Switched: Jitle | to. Other - students dropped from Title | in year 1 and
then riewly selected ip year 2 for any other CE program. -
Switched: .Other to Title / - students dropped from an other-federal,
stdte, or local program in year 2 and newly selected for Title [.#
Switched: Other todDther - students added to some non-Title |
program(s} in year 2 after haying been dropped from some other non-IntIe
| programl(s).. i ’

i

k- °

~ Figure 1-2
for Ana‘lysis from the Data Base (A Continuation from Figure 1)

) \

~

Constryction of Groups
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STEP 7.

i

-~

Figuré 1-2 (Continued) . 4 ot

4,

¢ <L

N

CREATE FILES FOR ANALYSES, SEPARATELY BY GRADE AND BY SUBJECT.

other.

W‘

In order to reduce the‘number of cases to be processed and tb create more
balanced statistical designs, without appreciable losses in analytic precision:

A. Draw 100 percent samples of students with changes in their CE programs.
(such cases are relatively infrequent, see Table A-3 in Appendix A.)
B Oraw random samples from. the more populated categories (regular - - .
students and’ continuing CE students) so that the sizes of the samples
would be simifar to those in A (above), but not mare than 300. )
Any particular student can, therefore, be in both reading and mathHiles; the .
probability of being included in one file being unaffected by inclusion in the

STEP 8.

CREATE SPECIAL COMPARISON GROiJPS OF REGULAR STUDENTS FOR

ANALYSES IN WHICH DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOLS AMONG GROUPS MUST BE

ELIMINATED.

-

Two additional groups i(subsets) of regular students were created:
e _Those enrolled in schools where there were CE students.
e Those enrolled ih_gchools where some students’ CE was discontinued.

'0

N
!

0
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CHAPTER 2. EDUCATIONAL SERVICES FOLLOWING THE
TERMINATION OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

S
The regulations for Title 1, by far the largest CE program, specify that CE services are to
supplement rather than supp/ant regular services, i.e., that students who participate in Title-
I services should receive something extra. Because the aumber of hours in the school day is
usually not increased for CE students, it is a clear intention that the intensity or quality of the
school experience be measurably different for them. In Report #£5 (Wang et al., 1978) we
have shown that CE students in general, and Title I'students in particular, receive more reading
and math services that are presumed to have a positive impact on achievement. For example,
they receive more hours of instruction, per se, and receive it in smaller groups. Since the focus
in this report is on students whose CE is terminated, the question about level of services
received is whether thesegudents are, in fact, returned to the same level of services received
by the regular students wlose ranks they are rejoining. If, for example, the kinds and amount
« of services received by students weht unchanged following termination from CE, that finding
would cast a new light on our answers to questions about subsequentithanges in achievement

level {in Chapter 3 of this repert).
! \

In order to investigate the educational services receiyed by former CE students, it is necessary

first to specify what services will be considered and hbw their receipt will be assessed. In the |
SES we have assumed that the important dimensions of instructional services are duration,
instructor, and size of group receiving the instruction. Each of these dimensions is important
“in understanding the nature of the services received by students. Second, we must specify the’
nature of the groups to whom the former CE students will be compared. In general we will
waht to specify groups that are as similar as posmble to the former CE students, so that the
comparisons are not contaminated by differences other than «CE-status.

.
o

MEASURES OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICE : . '

The basic measures of services to be used in the analyses of this chapter are derived from
items of the Student Participation and Attendance Record for Math (SPAM) and for Reading
(SPAR),indicating numbers of hours of instruction received in several classroom contexts. The
record for each student was completed by the teacher who had primary responsibility for
teaching reading or math to the student. Each of these forms was completed four times in the
year for each.student for a record week of attendance. Estimates of the year’s attendance for
each type of instruction were generated from these four measurements. information on ten
kinds of instruction were gathered (where the word “subject”” in parentheses indicates reading
in the SPAR and math in the SPAM):

1. Hours of (subject) with a regular teacher in a group of 21 or more Students. ,
Hours of (subject) with a regular teacher in a group of 14-20 students.
Hours of (subject) with a regular teacher in a group of 7-13 students.

2

3

4. Hours of (subjeMa regular teacher individually or in a group™of.2-6 students
5

Hours of (subject) with a special teacher in a group of 7 or more students. \

.

£
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Hours of'Gubject) with a special teacher individually or in a group of 2-6 studer:nts.

Hours of (subject) with a paid aide or teaching assistant in aéroup of 2-10 students.

6

7

8.  Hours of (subject) w.ith a peer tutor or aciult volunteer.’ v
9. *Hours of independent work in (.5u_bject) using progr’a:mmed materials.
0

1 Hours of independént work in (subject) using non-programmed materials.

>

In addition, data were collected on student absenteeism, which were combined with the data
oninstructional services to yield two measures of the student’s educational program: the total
hours of each type of instruction offered by the school and, when adjusted for absenteeism,
the total hours actually received by each student. . .

One aggregated medsure of the intensity of service delivered was derived by summing the
number of hours in all servite categories to obtain a total number of hours of instruction in
e*h shkject-Although we decided to examine this measuré, it did not seem likely to be
especially sensitive to differences between services-of CE and regular students.’A measure that
could be more sensitive to the level-of-effort of special instructional arrangements is a cost-
weighted composite, which takes into account personnel, equipment, and other resourees

associated-;w'ith instruction. . .

. a
v \

This composite is not abtained by examining actual costs at each site; it is constructed by
finding a realistie-cost for each type of activity (converted to standard dollars in order to
elimipate regionaf cost differences) and applying this cost factor to every activity. The formula
for the costrcomposite was described in detail imRepoct #6 (Haggart, Klibanoff, Sumner, and
Williams1978) and will be briefly summarized here:

€CLPXQXLXSXTFE -
Where: . h . ’ ) T
C 1s the cost of the resource delivered to the student, in standard dollars,
v Pis the price per unit of the resource used, -, ’

Q is the quantity of the Tsource used,

L'is the length-of-year factor that adjusts all costs to a yearly basis,

S is a size-of-class factor that distributes sHared resources to students, and .
T is a time factor acgdunting for the proportion ‘of the'school day allocated to the
subject. ~ ‘ - :

~fn

-

\

The'cost-weighted measures are not intended to reflect actual exbenditutes, but serve, in these
analyses; as measures of the intensity of services provided in each subject. . «

"

Since, fér some purposes, it is useful to know the amount of services offered, each of the

composite measures just described was computed both in its orjginal [o\rr:, reflecting the level |
ont

of services to which the student was actually exposed, and a versi at was adjusted by
an individual student’s atteridance factor to estimate the amount offered. In addition te the"
separate service vagables, then, there are four compesite measures for these analyses, for
each subject: R \ <

N »
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THE SAMPLES OF STUDENTS TO BE STUDIED
For the andlyses of year 1 data we focus on students whose reading or math 'CE services were’
terminated at the beginning of that school year (1976-77). These students répresent oOnly a
small percentage of the total SES sample, as the tables of Chapter 1 clearly show. The
* terminated students-are subset, as explained in Chapter 1, on the basis of the reasonweported
for their change of status. , : ( '
" The comparison groups needed for the analyses consist of regular students and continuing CE
students (students whose services were started in Year 1 were excluded rather than being
pooléd‘ into any sample). The comparison students were further subset to just those schools
that terminated services for one or more students. In this way, the comparison groups
consisted of regular students from schools with terminated students, and CE students from
* schools with terminated students. The use of these subsets minimizes school effects that might
otharwise be confounded with the transition categories. We also considered it important to
examine a broader set of comparisons in addition to those just described. We did this because
our'very restricted comparison groups (representing a gain in internal validity) may not
- represent the population of students whose CE was not discontinued. For this, an additional
set' of comparison groups, we sampled regular and CE stdfents from all schools with CE
programs’ (Data from these comparisons are presented in Appendix B.) Although this restric- °
tion fto schools with CE) may prevent perfect representativeness in the category of regular
. students, such schools constitute a less restrictive subset than those with terminated students.
The comparability of the two comparison groups (regular and CE students) is enhanced by
eliminating the confounding effects introduced if non-CE schools,centributed'to the sample
of regular students.

‘In order to make these two different subsettings both mutually exclusive and independent (in
the sense that the students from a'given school had the same a priori probability of being
included i one of the samples as if ‘the other samples were not drawn), the less restriggye
sample (from schools with CE) was drawn first, and the more restrictive sample (from scheols
-with terminated students) was drawn from the remaining sample. In this way we avoided
drastically biasing either subsample. The differences between CE school$ with and without
terminated students might affect the results of analyses, so all analyses were performed with
both sets of comparison groups. Important differences in findings could then be identified and
discussed.

v
;

COMPARISONS OF TQTAi EDUC;\TIONAL SERVICES:s

In the logical progression of questions posed i NChapter 1, we.now know that the potential
problems resulting from discontinuation of CEservices are not ignorably small. We can
proceed to answer the third question: What educational services do the former CE students

receive after their CE services are ended? , .

We would anticipate that their services ough}_,ti’j be more like the services of regular students
than those of CE students (technically, théy are regular students). Therefore, we need two
groups with which to compare the former CE students. Our hypotheses can be expressed as:




-~

Services to Services to s Services to
CE students terminated students — regular students
ey ’ :
In order to buttress our conclusions, analyses weré performed using both of our two kinds
of comparison samples. That is, one analysis was done based on regular and CE students
drawn only from schools witf terminated students, and with the three kinds of terminated -
students (no-longer-qualified, promoted-to-a-grade-with-no-program, and school-lost-fund-
ing); and the same analysis was repeated with the same termimated students and the regular
and CE students from all schools with CE. In both cases, a factorial analysis was done, with
grade and transition category as the two factors. We also defined ‘services’ as hours of
instruction and as the cost-weighted composite, and ‘considered each in terms of what was
offered to the students and what they received. The means for gervnces offered to the students
are” presented fom’%admg and math in Table 2-1, based on the comparison groups from
“schools with terminated students. (Comparable, but for services-received, means are pre-
sented in Table B-1 of Appendix B, and means for companson groups at all CE schools can
be found in Table B-2).

Comparisons of Services Delivered to Terminated Students With Those Delivered to Regu-
lar and CE Students. On the cost-weighted measures, the three discontinued groups are fairly
close to the regular students, and clearly lower than the CE students. The differences are less
clearcut in the means of hours offered and attended. The results generally support the
expectation that services for discontinued students resemble the services for regular students
rather closely, and are less intense than the services for CE students.
1%
Whatever the reason for it, the better differentiation of the CE and regular students in schools
- with discontinued students, as well as the a priori faet that these schools provide better
matc hed comparlson groups than the more general sample, encouraged us in the use of only
the former sample in our analyses. The costs of instruction offered for reading and math (from
Table 2-1) illustrate mare clearly'the differences among the groups (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2).
The means for the three kinds of discontinued students cluster around the means for the
regular students, and are widely separated from the means for the CE students.

Comparisons of Regular and CE Students. Comparing the services offered to CE students with
those offered to regular stydents, we can see that CE students are offered fewer hours of
reading at the early grades, and more at the higher grades hyt that the CE reading instruction
is always more costly. In math, the.CE students are always offered more hours of instruction
and higher-cost services. (The same comparisans hold for the services received, as reported
in Table B-1, and generally hold when the two groups are sampled from all schools with CE,

in, Table B-2). In all cases, the best differentiation of. the two groups is made with the
‘cost-weighted measures, indicating that it is the concentrafion of special kinds of services
rather than the hours of exposure that better reflqcts CE services.

The CE students from schools with discontinued students tend to have slightly fewer hours
of services both offered and attended, but higher resoutce-costs than the CE students from
schools with CE in general. The regular students gom the two samples are less clearly

18 .
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.Table 2-1

1

Whose Programs Changed, by Grade

N

Average Hours and Costs of Instruction Offered in Year 1 to Students

/

*Regular and CE students were sarapled only from schools with terminated students

O

RIC

.

: Transition Category* Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6 .
Hours of Reading Instruction o
Regular students 320 304 246 206 189 170
Students terminated due to high‘
achievement ‘ 34 289 253 220 195 . 180
Students terminated due te promotion 290 220 255 210 190 188
, Students termirtated because school lost L.
funding 260 287 267 235 232 ) 185
CE students 299 - 295 280 247 235 194
'+ Resource-Cost of Reading Instruction ) . :
Regular students - . 350 34) 265 208 180 156
Students terminated due to high . ) )
|~ achievement 363 372 289 248 206 200 Ve
Students terminated due to promotion 263 329 275 247 233 " 250 b
Students terminated because school lost
funding 278. 355 328 264" 7 278 225 N .
- ' >
CE students 445 468 475 407 421 337 |-
y N < s
Hours of Math Instruction : . 3 -
Regular students ) 177 172 175 177 179 172 ' M
| Students terminated due to high . “
achievement 166 173 177 177 179 172
Students terminated due.to promotion 152 147 154 177 195 186
Students terminated because school lost
funding 1 158 193 206 181. 177 ¢
CE students 195 190 1182 247 214 208 | 77
“
Resource-Cost of Math Instruction : , I I Y
Regular students 140 132 - 134 138 142 129 [
. FY
Students terminated due to high -
achievement 133 154 164 146 159 151
Students terminated due to promotion 128 114 116 169 182 160 |. -
Students terminated because school lost .
funding 114, 138 182 161 164~ 168 °
N > >
CE students 262 280 260 349 351 329
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differentiated, but the sample from schools wnth discontinued students tends to have lower
resource Costs. .

In the sample drawn from schools with discontinued students, the regular students are differ-
entiated more clearly from the CE students than in the more general sample, drawn from all
schools with CE. Schools, where some students: have their CBservices discontinued, differenti-
ate more clearly the amounts of service delivered to CE and to regular students (i.e., their CE
programs are more focused). If terminating CE services*tends to occur at schools where CE
programs are more clearly defined (its being more Important officially.to move less needy’
students out of CE and more needy students in), we would find that delivery of services is

ore strongly associated with CE participation than in schools where the progtams may be
Ks organized or may consist of more diffuse sets of services.

Comparisons Among Stua’enf Whose CF Has Ended. Differences in services among the
three categories of, discontinued students “are. inconsistent over the six grades for all four
measures (An analysis- of—vanaE\ce of the three categories, by grade, confirms that the interac-
Jtion s significant, rather than an ircegularity attributable to chance variations in cells that have
relatively few observations). It is not possible, therefore, to make comparative statements
about the services to these three groups—thé interaction may be due”to different policiess
among 'the schools which allocate resources differently to the grades, if such variations i
allocation of services were confounded with the dnscontmuatlon patterns at the schools, thel
observed interaction would also result. . ™ ) ~ )
Analyses-of-variance confirmed that the differences in Tables 2-1 are real. The analyses
('

presented in Table 2-2 for reading and for math are based on the sample from schools with
terminated students. (Analyses werg performed on the more general sample as well, with very
similar results. ¥For both “offered’ and ‘attended’ hougs of instruction, the amount of variance
accounted for by transition category, i about one percent for readmg four percent for
math (These percentages of variance'are inglicated in the table by the value of eta squared.)

The greater differenggs shown by the cost-weighted measures is reflected both in the greater . -

F ratios for ¥yansitioh category and in the greater proportion of variance accounted for—14
percent for reading and 24 pescent for matl; We can see that although they are all significant,
the differences among groups’ ar@e Iarger for the cost-weighted measures. Grade accounts for
more of the variance in readnng thari in math, mdaca;wi?ét the reduction in instruction with

inCreasing grade is a relnable phénomenonf e ..
c:r,}»‘—;%' N - &

.

Because assignment of students to services might be influeqced by: their achievement level,
we also considered it potentially useful to study the differences dmong groups while controll- .
ing for achievement level at the beginning of the school year. The covariate of pretest was
statistically significant, but the adjusted means were virtually eéqual to those obtained without
the covariate. Apparently, nearly all of the variance accounted for by’the cqvariate is already
accounted for without it. Referring to the results 8f the descriptive analysns of achievement
levels,in the transition categories, reported in Chapter 1, it is apparent that achievement level
is associated wnth’the transmon categdries. o s

Confirmation of Findings W/'th Title | Students in_Year 2. Limitations in the year 2 data B’asea
required changing the analyses in several ways in orderdo cGhfirm the: findings.*_First,' the
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Table 2-2

‘Analysis of Variance of Reading and Math Instructional Services According to

Changes in CEPrograms (Transition) and Grade

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

X £ T,
4 . . B
/f Proportion
Y ) of Variance
Degrees  Accounted : Mean \
Source of Freedom. for.(p?) Square .F-Ratio
. ce v ‘ :

Hours of Reading Instruction Offered \ . .

Transition category ) 4 .01 184,437 32.93*
Grade * 5 .27 3,553,491 634.53*
Interaction 20 .02 50,680 9.05*
Within (error) 8,257 5,600

Hours of Reading Instruction Attended
Transition category 4 .01 122,492 + 23.98*
Grade _ . 5 .25 3,000,772 587,42*
Interaction . .20 .02 49,004 9.59*
Within.(error) - 8,257 . 5,108

Cost of Reading Instruction Offered . :

Transition category 4 14 9,267,244 410.81*
Grade 5 12 5,956,076 264.03*
Interaction 20 . .01 153,942 6.82*
Within (error) ‘ 8257 22,558 '

Cost of, Reading Instruction Attended . e ,

Transition category D) 4 214 7,792,336 387.82*
Grade . o 5 I 5,015,750 249.63*
Interaction 20 .01 152,137 - 7.57*
Within (error) \ 8,257 20,093

A ‘ . \

Hours oMath Instruction Offered .- s
Transition category 4 .04 169,860 65.54*
Grade ’ : { 5 -« .01 40,480 15.62*
Interaction p *h 200 . .03 25,399 9.80*
Within (error) 5,712 2,592

Hours of Math Instruction Attended ‘

Transition category 4 4, .04 141,042 58.68*
Grade .5 .01 37,769 15.71* -
Interaction . 20 \ .03 23,156 17.91*
Within (error) * v 5,712 2,404 '

Cost of Math Instruction Offered
Transition category . 4 24 4,368,312 * 486.16*
Grade o 5. .00 52,728 5.87*
Interaction = - ot ©20 .02 63,338 7.05*
Within (error) . 5,712 s\gss

Cost of Math Instruction’ Attended ~
Transition category . 4 .24 3,816,207 473.14*-
Grade s : 5 .00 55,724 6.91*
Interaction - - 20 .02 60,621 7.52*
Within (error) ' ' 5,712 » 8,065

- *Significant-at the .001 level \
).




a

. 2 . a . ¥ L)
transition categories are specified by source of funding, in addition to the nature of the

transitions. Because the numbers of students in the various categories were too small for all

but Title | programs, the confirming analyses were based only on Title } students. The means
of services and costs offered in Title 1 are presented in Table 2-3 for reading and math (parallel
data on services and costs received can be found in Table B-3 of Appendix B. The absence
of a terminated-because-schoql-lost-funding category for reading is due to a lack of observa-
tions in this category. :

-

38

. Table 2-3

Average Hours and Costs of Instruction_Offered to Title ! Studends -
Whose .Progratg Changed in Year 2, by Grade

Transition Category* Gr.1 Gr.2 Ge.3 Grd Ge.5 Gr.6
- . Hours of Reading Instruction “
Regular students - b 298 248 224 213 201,
Students terminated dué to high i -
achievement 318 281 - 244 231 226 210
Students terminated due to promotion 311 - 400 279 229 193 193
Title | students T 202 260 299 - 245 269
: \
s Resource-Cost of Reading Instruction
Regular students b .309 275 ?26 213 176
" Students términated due to high . ‘ e
achievement ‘ 373 326 285 267 2797 259.
Students terminated due to promotion , 335 448 360 270 224 212
Title | students > b - 467 418 457 372 358,
ST e _Hours of Math Instruction
Regular students . 171 } ¥80 177 172 173
Students terminated due t6 high ‘ )
achievement \ 188 213 190 184 197 183
Students terminated due to promotlon’ . 171 187 158 205 171 . 209
Students terminated because school lost
funding 164 188 177 149 156 452
V| Title 1 students . 198 183 256 222 190
- e
. Resource-Cost of Math Instruction
Régular students T s 138 1ase 146, 12b
Students termnated due to high ) ,
achievement : 152 217 181 180 214 175
Students terminated due to promotion 114 122 127 193 163 205
Students termnated because school lost ’ 9
-funding 148 155 209 146 128 > 136
Title student,s i e 246 218 294 253 244

‘Régular and Title | students were sampled only from schools with terminated students i

**Due to the sequential cregtion of samples, there were no remaining first-graders in schools with discontinued students who either received Title
I both years or 1n neither year

) T 92
ERIC L . -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The data in Table 2-3 differ only slightly from the corresponding entries for year 1. The group
discontinued due to promotion has much higher means in several cases, surpassing the level

of services of eveff the Title I students. Because the numbers of observations for yegr 2 were
small, we investigated the source(s) of the students in this category to see If the inflated means
were attributable to a few aberrant schools. There were 56 schools contributirfg students for
reading, and 27 for math, with no school contributing anywhere near the majority of cases.

We conclude that the large means have some genera[ity and are not due solely to distortions
caused by a few deviant schools. In general, Title 1 students are offered more, and more
costly, reading arfd math services than regular students, while former Title 1 students are
offered mterrpediéte amounts. ‘ ) » 2

Results from analy‘ses-of-variance to determine the significance of the differences among the
", means appear in Table 2-4. As was done for year 1, the analyses were performed with the
. regular and CE samples drawn from all schools with CE, as well as those drawn only from
schools with terminated students. The ‘qutcomes of the analyses were slightly different, but
‘were consistent in showing a strong main effect for transition category. As in year 1,3he
differences among the means within the groups of discontinued students had no meanﬁgg‘iﬁ{
pattern, so there is no basis for differentiating the three groups in terms of these service

~variables.

k -

“The finding, in the year 1 data, that services received by discontinued students are about the
same as those for regular students, and are markedly lower than those for 'CE’students 15 less
cl’early'apparent in the yedr 2 data. For the two cost-weighted measures, the differences
between regular students and CE students are clear, but the means for the discontinied
students are not as close to thgse of the regular students as in the former analyses. They do
tend to be more like the regular student means than like the CE means, however, and the
contrastis particularly clear for the cost-weighted measures, The year 2 data therefore confirm
the year 1 findings. '

N -
2

COMPARISONS OF KINDS OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 5

’
+

The preceding analyses clearly indicate that the amounts of services for terminated studgr?ts
are different from those for the CE students, and are closer to'the level of the regular students.
Itis also of interest to know whether the k/nds of services provided for terminated students.
"can be differentiated from those provided for CE participants. This question was addressed_
through a set of discriminant analyses, in which each kind of terminated: student was com-
pared with each comparison group (i.e., regular students or CE student) in a two-group
analysis For our purposes, the outcomes that are important ar€ (1) how, well the two groups
are differentiated by the kinds of services, and (2) which kinds'of services serve as the best
discriminators (Kind-of-service in these analyses is one of the ten SPAR [Student Participation
and Attendance Record-Reading] or SPAM (Student Participation and Attendance Record-
+ Math)) instructional situations described at the beginhing of this chaptgg. The results, based
qn samples only from s¢hools with terminated students, dre reported in Table 2-5 for reading
and math (§ble B-4, Appendix B, provides parallel results based on samples from all schools
with CE) * o . ? ) : -

.
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. . . Table 2-4 N - r—
- K .
Rl Analyses of Vanance of Reading and Math Instructional Services, According to
. Changes inthe Title } Program (Transmon) and Grade -
- 3
~ . Proportion : - l‘
. of Variance |
Degrees  Accounted Mean ‘
Souice of Freedom  for (n?) Square -F-Ratio ‘
- \
Hours of Reading Instruction Offered ) ‘
Transition category ) ’ 3 02 229,477 * 3458t .
Grade , 4 - 1 815,150 122.85*
interaction -7 12 .04 107,482 16.20* |
Within {error) oo 3,619 * 6,635 Z ‘
Hours of Reading Instruction Attended ‘. N )
Transition category - 3 .02 185,796 +30.39*
Grade’ : - F a1 752,721 123.10*
Interaction - 12 v 04 96,408 15.77*
Within (error) ' 3,619, 6,115
Cost of Reading Instruction Offered
Transftion category . 3 12 4,080,093 172.64*
. Grade Q/ a 4 . 1,227,647 51.94°*
Interaction o 12 165,318 7.00*
Within (error) 3,619 . 23,635 -
Cost, of Reading Instruction Attended . ’ .
Transition category 3 12 ‘3,242,834 178.17°
Grade 4 05 1,016,646 55.86° .
Interactign . 12 .02 . 127,709 7.02*
Within {error)  © ' 3,619 18,201 *
Hours of Math Instructt()n Offered
Transition category - 4 .06 121,955 - 45.64° -
Grade : 4 7 <0 6,660 ~  2.49*
- . Interaction ] 16 .06 29,966 " 11.212
Within (error) ) ’ 2,688 2,672 . -
Hours of Math Instruction Attended ‘ R
Transition category 4 .04 . 80,933 32.79*
W>Grade - . 4 T\ <01 4914 t99 . | .
Interaction ‘ F 16 .05 24,54 ' 9.95¢
Within (error) . 2,688 2,468
Cost of Math Instruction Offered . - \
i Transition category 4 M 814,065 89.49° \
, Grade - . i 4 . <0 18,207 ' 2.00
”’ Interaction . o 16 .04 63,905 7.03°
Within (error) . 2,688 9,097 - : ]
Cost of. Math Instruction Attended - ’
Transition category 4 .08 612,400 82.07*
Grade . 4 <.01 12,497 - 1.68
Interaction  * 16 ,. .04 53,346 7'15°
’ Within (error) 2,688 7,462
y ) >
* Significant at the 001 level . ¢ . .
E) E4
t,
1 ' ) 5 4
. 3 ,
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,. | -Table2-5_
Discriminant Analyses Between Terminated Students and Comparison Students (CE and
Regular Students fram Schodls with Terminated Students) - Year 1 -

RH

. 3 i% Correctly Canonical First Five Discriminators
Groups of Students . Categorized Correlation In Rank Order*

+ .

)
B

Reading -

CE students vs. students terminated .
Due to high achievement . ~ 81.3
Due to promotion o ¢ T723
. Because schoql lost fulndmg C B ;35.1 .

~(All terminated students) ., S B2

, <3
Regular students vs students tdrminated .
Due to high achievement : 57.2
Due to promotion
Because schbol lost funding

{All terminated students) -

CE students vs students terminated .
Due to high achievement . ’ 816 .595*
Due to promotion -~ Y747 574
Because schodl lost funding | 78.5 570

. (All terminated students) _ 85.1 .599°

Regular students vs students terminated :
Due to high ‘achigvement ) §3.2 .187*
Due to promotion . , 81.1 . .232

. Becausg school lost funding ¥ 752 .247°
(All términated students) 60.3 217 ,

.
.

. N - * N
v “Swgnificant beyond the 001 level, as determined by the chi-square statistic evaluated at 9 degrees. ot lreedorf)

< **The predictors are the ten types of (reading/math) insteuction
Hours with a reguldr teacher in a group of 21 or more students -
Hours with a regular teacher 1n a group of 14-20 students
Hours with a regblar teacher 1n a group of 7-13 students
Hours with a regufar’teacher, individually or 1n a group of 2-6 students
Hours with a special teacher in a group of 7 or more students .
Hours with a special teacher, individually or in a group of 2-6 students
Hours with a paid aide or teaghing assistant 1n a group of 2-10 students
Hours with a peet tlitor or adult volunteer
Hours of independent work using programmed matenals

" Hours® of independent work Using non-programmed materials

OV NPV S W -

- * »
! J

The results are qu?‘t@ similar-for reading and math: the terminated students z;re differentiated
rather clearly from the CE students, but much less clearly from the regular students. Aso, the
sdme three kinds of instructional situation generally appear fi'rstnin order of importance for the
discriminations that yield good group differentiation. For the best-discriminated pairs of .
groups, i.e., the terminated wversus the CE students, the items that consistently rank first as
discriminators as'egf. Hours with a special teacher in a group of 7 or more students; 6. Hours
of instruction with a special teacher individually, or i? a group of 2-6 §tudents'; and 7. Hours.

.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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with & paid aide or teaching assistant in a group of 2-10 students. Based on the averages of
these items shown for the groups in'Table 2-6, it can be seen that the terminated students
receive less of each of these services than the CE students. These services, incidentally, .are
the very services that CE participants have previously been found to receive significantly more
of (Wang et al., 1978). ~

J Y
Table 2-6
N Average Hours in Selected Reading and Math Instructional Situations,
for Terminated and CE Students Year 1 .
4 . v oo - /
- / - " Instructional Service®,
«  Student Group i : 5 6 7
D ’ N ;‘ / .

‘ * Reading
Students no longer qualified for CE - 2.5 27 5.8
Students promoted to grade with no program . 2.2 3.8 6.5
Students temunated when school lest fynding 1.7 3.4 6.7

3 H
CE students from schools with terminated students 29.2 40.4 29.8
- ' , ) . Math
Students no Ionge‘r qualified for CE ) 1.5 1.5 3.6
Students promoted to grade with no.program 1.0 2.4 1.9
_Students terminated wheq school lost funding > 66 - 1.4 5.9
Cf students from schools with terminated students %¢* ‘ 13.0 19.5 15.5
*ttem Code
. 5 Hours of instruction with a special teacher in a group of % or more students
6 Hours of anstruction with a special teacher individually, or in a group of 2-6 students
7 Hours of insttuction with a paid aide or teaching assistant 1n a group of 2-10 students "
. , R

PR
.

regular teacher in a large group), 9 (hours of indeperident programmed seatwgfk), and 10
(hours of independent non-programmed seatwork)—which are among the least costly of
“instructional services—appear most frequently in the f%?nra)ys of discriminators. It is imporg

Y

Comparing terminated students with regular students, we find that items 1 (inst(;;{,u'bn by a
)

\

tant to keep in miftd that, since the total discriminative pwer of the items in these analyses -
s not high, the discriminative power of the first-rank predictors is not high dither, and \"
differentiation of the groups according to these items is not strong. independept instruction-
time seems the best differentiator for math, as regular, large-group instruction is for reading.
These findings confirm our hy;pothesis that the services provided to former CE students are
more like regular services than CE services. ~ . ’
i L ° * .
The dKEﬁfi}\inant analyses based on year 2 data differ from their year 1 counterparts in several
waysyFirst, the discriminant analyses were performed separately by funding source. Second,

additional categories of students were created to denote the situations in 'which students were .

- . /ﬁ28' 56 .

- ° _*
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terminated in one program and started in another. The terminatiop’c{tegories in y'eér 2 were
pooled into one group in order to avoid the problem of extremely small cell frequencies (such

pooling of the year 1 data did not adversely affect the sensitivity of the corresponding

analyses). The discriminant analyses™for reading are summarized in Table 2-7, and those for

math are summarized in Table.2-8.
o

[ ©

- . ~ Table 2-7

e ' o ~ “« ) ' * , ")
Discriminant Analyses Between Terminated and CE Students|and Between

Terminated and Regular Students - Reading, Year 2

<

: - % Correctly  Canonical \First Five Predictors
1~ Groups of Students . Categorized Cdrrelation. | In Rank Order**
All students terminated:froth Title *** vs. -0
Title | students from the general sample 76.4 481" 7, 6, 5 4, 3
Title | students from schools with’ " )
terminated students” 81.3 446* , 57,3, 9,
Regular students from schools with -CE —61.4 .281* , 6 5,10, 9
Regufar students from schools with - X
terminated students _ 61.9 294 . 7,10, 5 4, 9
Al \I N i
All students terminated from Other-Federal CE vs. {
Other-Federal CE students from the ) )
« general sample . .- 60.3 v 233 9,16 8, 4 .2
Regular students:from schoals with CE 78.6 .494* - 7,16, 4 1, 8
Regular students from schools with .
terminated ,stud’ents ° ’ 2 7 , ‘ 78.4 .507* 7, %6, 4, 1, 8
4 : R < - N N
All students teminated from State/Local CE vs. . -
, State/Local CE students from the general . . * °
sample .o ’ 75.7 .355* 5 6 2 7, 1
: Reguiar students fro‘m schools with CE 70.7 447 7, 6 4, 5 2 .
Regular students from schools with b o F
* terkundied students - 2. . ' 69.9 .435* 7,-6) +4, 5, 2
All tudents switched from Title | to Qther CE vs.
Title 1 students from schools with . i
* terminated students, © - - - 581 .268* 9, 7,15 2 4
;Terminated Title | stﬁaents, not added . g o . “ .
elsewhere*** ) ‘e 84.0 381° 6, 514, 9, 8
Students added to Other CE, no change in ) .
Tile! .. - ~. ‘723 268" ~ 4, 6,10, 5, 9
terminated students ’ 65.2 302, 5, 4, 6, 9
Students terminated from Other CE, no ) LI
change in'Title | 62.5 .252* 4,.8, 9, 7- °
. Students added to Title I, no termination
in other CE 68.2 -302* 1, 4, 5 8 »

) \ .
All students switcRed from Other CE'to Title ! vs. i .
Title | Students from 3chools with
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Tabk; 2.7 (Continued)

>

AII students switched from Other CE to another CE . . . .
'Stydents terminated from other, no ; . .
change in Title | 61.3 .154* 9, 1,10, 4, 2
Students added to o‘ﬁ??\-no change in .o, L
. Title | 62.1 .258* 1,10, 7, 2, 8
A .

*Significant beyond the 001 leve), 4s determined by the chi-square statlsuc evaluated at 9 degrees of freedom .

“The predictors are the ten types.of {reading) instruction

Hours with a regular teacher 1n a group of 21 or more students. .4 .

Hours with a regular teacher in a group of 14-20 students ) .

Hours with a regular teacher in a group of 7-13 students.

Hours with a regulaf teacher, individually or in a group of 2-6 students,

Hours with a special teacher in a group of 7 or more students. . o .

Hours with a special teacher, individually, or in a group of 2-6 students. '
Hours with a paid aide or teaching assistant in a group of 2-10 students
Hours with a peer tutor or aduit volunteer.

Hours of independent work using programmed mmaterigls :
Hours of independent work using non-programmed matenals A

QUOWRNIOWV L WN -~

-

***These groups are.identical

—Examining the reading table first, the reader will note that the students whose Title | was .
discontinued are more easily differentiated from the current Title | students than from the
regular students (i.e., their sérvices are more like regular services than CE services), as in the
previous analyses on year 1 data. This tendency is reversed in both the other-federal programs
and the state or local programs. These data indicate, then, that the kinds of services afe
allocated dlfferently to discontinued Title*l students than to current ones, but that such ‘
differences cannot be detected for the other programs. This probably is due to different |
gundelmes and regulations for the other programs, which gerierally do not adhere to the same |
rules of supplementation of services and clear specification of selection criteria. ] «

_Examining the ‘switched’ catrae%ories we sée that those students who were terminated from ‘
Title | and begun in some other program are most clearly differentiated from those who were
termmated in Title | and not added elsewhere. That i is, they appeat to be needy students whose
programs were merely shuffled for administrative reasons. Their services least resemble those
of the terminated students, and most closely resemble the services of the other twd groups
{those who continue to be in Title | and those who have been added to a non-Title | program).

The students who were switched from some other_program to Title | re¥emible all three
comparison groups about equally, with aslight differenge in favor of those whose CE status
Jin other programs was terminated with no change in Title |. The reader will notg that this

Eategory contains an unknown number of Title | students wha were categorized %eping
with the ctegorization priorities® described previously) as bej g__t"erm'inated fromyaf” other-
federal or stat\e/local program, even though they were ;el ed for Title | both years.

Students switched between Other CE programs rather closely tesemble both of the groups

+  towhich they were compared, in terms of services received. It is again important to note that ,
both of the groups have some students who were in Title 7 and so the similarity may be due
to Title | services in all the groups.. . . . ‘

.
~

The}fmdlngs or math services are quite similar, with some exceptions. Students terminated _°
from Title | Are discriminable similarly to those in the reading analyses. For the students —

-

»
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terminated from other-federal programs, there is not the clearcut reversal of discrimination

-+ that was present for the reading analyses; there seem to be no important differences among
the three discriminant aralyses. For state/local programs! however, the math analyses show
~the same pattern as in the reading analyses. Discrimination between groups of students who

were switched between math programs |s similar to that for readmg
" R

Table2-8
. y
Dlscrlmlnant Analyses Between Terminated and CE Students and Between
Terminated and Regular Students Math, Year 2

-

T . ' ;
( % Correctly Canonical  First Five Predictors
Groups of Students ~ Categorized Correldtion In’ Rank Order**
Al students terminated from Title 1*** vs. : .
Title 1 students from the general sample 73.2 429 7, 5 6,9, 2
Title | students' from schools with . -

' terminated students ) 84.7 . .439* 5, 9, 6 4, 7
Regular students from schools with CE 61.7 .292¢ 7510, 6, 5, 4
Regular students from schools with *

terminated students 62.1 .295* <7, 3, 2, 4,10
All students terminated from Other-Federal CE y’s.‘
Other-Federal CE students from the .
general sample . ¢ 76.7 _.476* 10, 1, 9, 3, 4
Regular students fromy schools with CE 80.6 .524* 7, 4, 1, 9, 6
Regular students from schools with : .
terminated students 82.1 ~ 517% R 7, 6,9 8
AP 2 v .
All students teminated from State/Lotal CE vs. . . S )
.. State/Local CE students from the a< ’ .

- general sample 727 L .297*, 6, 1, 5, 7, 3
Regular students from schools with CE 717 457 7, 1, 5, 6,10
Regular students from schools with . s - :

terminated students . \ 70.8 -+ 3449° 7, 1, 5 6 4
, N K .y
All students swijched érom Title | to Other CE vs. ~ . C ~ . T
Title | studeénts from schools with , .
terminated students * 65.3 7.356" 9, 7, 1, 4 3
Terminated Title | students, not added - . ‘ .
elsewhere‘E‘J , 82.1 .376* 6, 5 4, 1, 7
Students addgd to Other CE, no change ’ .
n Title | ) 78.2 297¢ 4, 579, 7,2
'All students switched from Other CE to Tntle 1 vs -
. Title | students from schools with
terminated students 729 . .420° S, 9, 1, 7, 3
Students terminated from Other CE, no ’ .
change in Title | . 63.7. .251* 7, 6 3, 4 1
L Students added to Title 1, no termuqatno% ’ —_
in other CE 687 .315¢ 1, 4, 7,10, 3
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Table 2-8 (Continued) .

x

o~

All students switched from Other CE to another CE
Students terminated from other, no ~

ER

change in Title | 64.3 .195* 9, 5 4, 3,6
_Students added to other, no change in Title | 80.8 467* * 7, 9, 3, 4, 8
g —_ -
“Sigmificant beyond the 001 level, as determined by the chi-square statistic evaluated at 9 degrees of freedom
A Y N N
¢ **The predictors are the ten types of (math in heu of reading) instruction ' -
Hours with a regular teacher 1n a group of 21 or more students -
2 Hours with-a regular teacher 1 a group of 14-20 students v .
3 Hours with a regular teacher in a group pf 7-13 students .
4 Hours with a regular teacher, individually or 1n a group of 2+6 studants
5 Hours with a special teacher in a group of 7 or more students
6 Hours with a special teacher, individuall o in a group of 2+6 students . )
7 Hours with a pad aide or teaching assi&n a group of 2-10 students.
8 Hours with a peer tutor or adult volunteef? .

-]

- Hours of independent work using programmed matenals . .
J0  Hours of independent work using non-programmed matenals ? v

***Fhese groups are identical . N » 2
- .

In summary, our comparison of students whose CE was discoﬁtinged withBJIar and con-

tinuing CE students indicates that:
e  Discontinuation of CE results in an overalme amount and cqst of

educational services. CE students generally receive more hours of instruction and

instruction of higher cost than regular students. The hours and costs for instruction for

students terminated from CE are close to those for regular students, and considerably
¥ tess than those for CE students. ~ - ”

Y ‘

e  Discontinuation of CE”results.large[y in a reduction of those extra services “long
peesumed to characterize CE programs. The services that former CE students get less

of are principally instruction in small groups by special teathers, paid aides, and
teaching, assistants. e
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CHAPTER 3. ACHIEVEMENT AFTER TERMINATIQN OF CE

v . ‘
- -
» »

The questions regarding the achievements of \s;tgc_iepts after their CE has been terminated are

the mostimportant questions addressed in this report. The preceding discussions of selections,
terminations, continuations, and nonselections, and of concomitant changes in CE services
are important to our understanding of the cohtext in which achievement growth occurs, but
the focus of the report iS upon the achievement-level effects of these factors. Specifically, the
following-Questions ate atldressed: . . '

¢ Do students who are disqualified because of high achievement maintain their educa-
tional growth? '

e Do students who lose their CE du{e to administrative reasons (promotion or loss of
funding) revert to pre-CE levels of growth? - ’ ’

Although these questions are conceptually distmnct, the analytical procedures by whith they
were addressed are virtually identical, and so they are addressed together. We will first.study
dufferepce's in achievement levels at the end of the school year following CE termenation. The
. comparisons will indicate how much in need the students remain (both current and terminated ¢
. Ct attendees! relative to the appropriate achievement levels. Because the achievement levels. .
" atthe spring of the year will show loweachieving students in a poor light'if theyr initial levels-
and growth rates are low, we will refine the analysis by comparing groups of sufdents on
growth rates that take inttial achievement level into account. Differences in the growth rates
of discontinued students will also be studied for the different CE programs.
As in the previous chapter, all analyses were done separately for reading and math. (The
reader will recall that the créatipn of separate files for reading and math resultethin a consider=
able reduction in sample size in the Categories -of regular nd CE stude\nts,_as explained in
a Chapter 1 Where the number of observations is small—less than 200——t is because the entire
sample had po more observations in the category.) The samples and transition categories in
this chapter are the same ones described earlier. The data used in the analyses of achievement
level may be biased by absenteeism frorr{thg origintl and make-up testing»The data in the
analyses of growth are more susceptibl to bias, because there were two opportunities, fall
and spring, Yor absences to influence the Results. A study of the biasing effects of absenteeism
(Zagorskt, Jordan, and Colon, 1979) indica\es, however, that we can expect very smail biases,
which are likely to make CE students look bNter than they really are. We believe that the size
a, and direction of the possible bias are insufficient to alter or even weaken the inferences we
draw from the analyses of this chapter. - ,

ACHIEVEMENT STATUS : -

4

L - a ‘
Althq gh the questions addressed in this chapter were phrased in tefms of achievement

growith, the goal of'CE is to_bring depriyed“students',to the achievement level typical of their
peers, and it is therefore important to our understanding of the development of achievement
to examine achievement level in this chapter. Rosttest achievement levels are compared
across transitiorrgroups for year 1 and year 2, separately. Because a student’s standing relative
to the norm provides us with the clearest comparison of ‘typical’ achievement (the 50th

-
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percentile being, by definition, equal to the achievement level appropriate for-each grade),

. the measures of posttest achievement used are the percentile scores from the spring admuinis-

trations7of the (debiased) CTBS.

Table 3-1 presents the ‘year-later’ achievement levels for the terminated (prior to year 1) and
comparison groups. It is immediately apparent that the regular students continué to achieve

. near the 50th percentile (somewhat higher because the regular studegts constitute the popula-

5

“

tion minus the CE students—who are mostly low achievers) and the continuing CE students
achieve at very low levels. One 'year after their CE was discontinued, the former CE students
still achieve at low levels. Those discontinued because of high achievement have means
closest to the regular students (but they were apparently in geed of GE to begin with). Students
discontinued because of promotion or because their schools Todt CE funding remain very low
achievers (means, especially at the lower grades, are based on rather $mall samples, so the
sqmetimes high means are given little weight in our interpretation).

e * Table 3-1

Average Readlng and Math Percentiles for Sprlng of Year 1 for Students
. Whose Programs Changed, by Grade*

0

Transition Category ©° Gl Gr2  Gr3  Gr4  Gr5  Gré
Reading
'Regular students . 514 534 539 54.9 53.0 53.4
re > - o - o - - %
Stadents discontinued from CE N
Due.to high achievement ' 47 4 411 416 357 . 298 315
Duesto promotion 217 261 24 4 237 21.1 24.7
Because school lost funding - 26 4 343 267 227 24 8 283
* ' .
Continuing CE students 340 253 239 217 199 208
’ } Math N
Regular students - - 511 512 497 ° 5117 514 512
Students discontinued™from CE i : = . .
Due tp high’achievement - .. 492 474 ° 408 331 362 379
Dteg to promotion . 309 - 216 384 275 28.7 289
Because‘ school lost finding ? 376° 262 239 = 279 264 342
Con(mumg CE students 370 261 289 231 235 266
“Numbers of students supporting each average are prowded n Table C.1, Aplpendu; C o -
A
o . . ) . .

[} ’b}der to determine if the differences observed were statnstncally significant, analyses-of-
vamance were performed in a grade x transition category factorial design, the results of which
“hre sumymarized in Table 3-2. The main effect of grade and the interaction are ‘both significant,
but the effect of the transition category 1s much greater than either, clearly supporting the
meaningfulness of the differenices observed in Table 3-1. .
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. Table 32 R . /

4 . ’

Summary Table for Analyses of Variance of Sprin.g' Year 1 Reading and Math Achievement

I Proportion
~ of Variance -
Degrees  Accounted Mean
Source ‘of Freedom  for (n?) Square F-Ratio
T Reading .
Transition Category ' . 4 275 370,043 4 673.3*
Grade 5 013 14,030 25.5°¢
Interaction 20 .015 5,134 7.5"
Within (error) : 9,793 . 550
. ' ot ) Math
Transition Category h 4 7 174 231,717 355.1*
Grade = 5 .009 9,644 14.8*
Interaction . . 20 .012 3,222 4.9*
Within (error) ~ 8,166 653

*Significant at or beyond the 05 level

In terms of achieverhent level, students who have their CE terminated because of high
achievement are considerably below regular students, but clearly above CE students. Students
whose CE is terminated for other regsons are much closer to the achievement level ‘of CE
students. Apparently, students who are no longer qualified are more clearly differentiated
from the CE students than if they were selected by chance, or by the accident of terminated
programs. . . s ' R
', Examining the means for the disqualified students, we see that, with a single exceptior)he
are all above the 30th percentile. Although there is no_hard and fast criterion for deciding
when a student is educationally deprived, it is reasonable to say that students above the 30th
percentile are not seriously educationally deprived. Many of the means of the terminated )
students whose services were not intentionally discontinued (i.e., where the s¢hool lost -- —
funding orthey were promoted out- of the program) fall below this mark.

&

The corresponding analyses for year2 arerseparat'ed by ty';)e of program: Title l,g}her-féderél,
and state/local. Mean percentiles appear in Table 3-3 for reading and math. For the Title 1
categories, the difference between means for CE and regular students is easily seen, both for
the sample drawn from schools with CE and for the sample drawn from schaols with ter-
minated students. The three terminated groups are not consistently ordered, as they were in
the year 1 data, and the group discontinued due to high achievement is pot as similar to either
group of ‘regular §tﬁdents as in the previous analysis. With one exception, discontipued
students have greatex means than CE students, as they did in the year 1 analysis.

- -y
'

. T .
tate/local samples, it was not possible to obtain a sufficient number
the schools with terminated students, therefore, only the 3ample from
could be analyzed. (Even this sample yietded several cells with fewer than »

For other-federal an
for the analyses fr
. all schools with

.35
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Table 3-3 )

- Avérage Reading and Math Percentiles for Sprinig"of Year 2 for Students

3 — , Whose Programs Changed, by Funding Sg‘yrce and Grade
. : 3 .
) . Transition Category . . Gr.1 Gr2  Gr3 Gr.4’  Grs Gr.6
A hd : . : 2
" ‘;v © € ~ . .
& . _Readingy, =
< [ —
| Regular students , — 613 634 ¢ 650 596 580
. Students discontinued from Titlé | - 4 SN
Due to high achievement ) T 344 356 41.6 36.8 28.4 304
Due to promotion . 413 41.4 343 29.8 ° 32 35.6
| 8ecause school lost funding - : - . = o« = — —_ . —
Continuing Tit’le,l students * Coe . = 244 256 - C17.4 . 197, 170
Students dISCOn gued from Other-Federa} GEa . o ' ' )
Due to hlgh achi ent , Vo 302 374 39.3 40.1 40.2. * 33.2
Due to promotion 2R Coepy540 653 205 31.3 .30 438
_Because schogl lost fun g . .. +:57.0 37.7 54.5 30.7§9 42.2 56.7 ,
Contlnumg Other Federal CE students . - - o= - — -
p . . i - .

; Students‘dtsconthued from State/local CE -~ | v/ s .
Due to high achievement a: 339 9 - 409 35.7 +39.9 4275

. Due to promotion > T 393 | 326 374 e 359 31.4 56.8
Because school tost fundmg 46 6 41.6 37.0 %4 38.5 29.7 249
.Contmumg State/Local Ct ’Students ' —_ - —_ — — . R
n o . cy .
N S * ‘. . .. " - Math . -
Regular students | . s . — 592 589 564 585 584
Students discontinued from Tiffe |
- Due to high achievement . ' 42T, 406 411 373 =27 353
Due to promotion ¢ 41.2 48.0 48.3 29.9 22.3 23.7
Because school lost funding _ 411 39.3 45.1 30.1 385 . 356
Continuing Fitle I students —  333¢ 29 253 218 315
€ Ld - N
Students dnscor.mnued from Other-Federal CE ° . ; v
Oue to high achevement: 310 391 55.1 47.9 24.0 44.1
Due to promotion - — 37.0 - 29 8 28.9 48.6
Because school lost funding . 218 587 470 T453 52.4 50. 0
Continuing Other-Federal CE students — — — — — -
Students discontinued from State/Local CE
Due to high achievement 56.7 41.9 41.8 26.8 35.2 43.1
Due ta promotion . - 50.7 44.0 48.0 50.4 39.9
Because school fost funding 25.1 47.1 45.8 36.2 33.4 317
Continuing*Statg/Local CE students . — — - — —_— —

* All students were selected from schools with terminated CE students. where numencal entnes are nissing, there were no students because of

sequential sampling procedure Numbers ‘of students supporting each mean can be found in Table C-2, in Appendix C, and means for groups
ofstudents selected from alt CE schools can be found in Table C.3 .

i
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10 students, see Table C-3 in Appendix C.) The means for other-federal CE students are usual
slightly larger than the corresponding Title | means, but are nevertheless much smaller thdh

the means for regular students (from schools with CE students). For both other-federal and -

state/local, the means of terminated studénts tend to be farger than those of CE students, and
are, in nearly all cases, smaller than the means for regular students. The conclusion that can
be drawn from an inspection of the means in Table 3-3 is that, although termination from CE,
for whatever reason, generally happens to low-achieving students, they dre not the-owest-
achieving students. As was pointed out for the year 1 data o Table 321, however, nearly all
means are above the 30th percentile for students in the disqualified category, and so students
whose services are intentionally terminated are generally not the most senously educationally-
deprived. :

.
e

i .
The analyses of variance summarized in Table 3-4 for reading and matl{are based on some-

" what different samples. For Title 1, the groups of regular and CE students are sampled only

from schools with terminated students but, due to inadequate sample sizes from such schools,
the other - federal and state/local analyses are based on groups from all schools with CE.

The results are similar for the two subjects, the only exception being that the grade effect for
the other-federal students is significant for reading but not for math. With that single exceptiog,
all main effects and interactions are significant. As the relative sizes of the mean squares
indicate, however, the main effect of transition category is much stronger than the main effect
for grade or the interaction, statistically supporting what was seen earlier in the differences
among means in Table 3-3. The biasing effects due to absenteeism or mobility that entered
into these analyses would tend to raise the means (since lower-achieving students would be
missing more frequently), and to raise the lower means more than the higher ones, thus biasing

the analysis toward not finding differences among the groups. These biasing factors therefare ,

cannot be responsible for the findings. * -
ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH

A more direct answer to the question of whether the achievement of former CE students
‘reverts’ upon termination of CE services requires that we examine the growth of students
whose CE is terminated, in comparison to normal growth (the growth of regular students), and
in comparison to the growth they would have experienced had their CE not ended (as
estimated by the growth of students continuing in CE). Educational'growth 1s measured by the

" CTBS vertical scale scores, which were created to reflect growth over time.

Both of these.policy-related .quest}bns are addressed by the sapne analytic approach:

. g ¢ . . T
e Do students who are disqualified because of high achievements maintain their ‘educa-
tional growth, and )

o' Do students who lose their CE due to administrative reasons (promotion or loss of

« funding) revert-to pre-CE levels of growth? - w .
A regression equation for posttést on pretest is obtained from each comparisan group, and
the coeffcients are then applied to the fall (pretest) scores of the terminated group to generate
an expected value for their spring (posttest) scores. A type of residualized gain score is then

-
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s : Table 3-4 - A
R 4
Summary Taﬁle for Analyses of Variance of Spring Year 2 Reading and Math Achievement’
° - L ]
U ' ’ . - Proportion ¢
< of Variance
- Degrees  Accounted Mean :
Source of Freedom  for (%) Square F-Ratio
/ - . N
- Reading
t Title 1
" Transition Category ’ 3 .389 268,404 475.90*
Grade _ 5 .019 7,890 13.99¢
Interaction ‘ 14 . 014 -% 2,083 3.69*
Error (within) 3,668 564
Other-Federal . .
Transition Category 4 136 38,526 56.24*
tGrade - - 5 013 . 3,046, ° 445* >
Interaction .- 19 .023 1,368 2.00*
Error (within) . 1,649 * 685
¢ Stare/Local .
Transition Category 4 .200 96,867 138.32*
Grade 5 .009 _ 3,375 482*
Interaction 19 .022 2,231 3.18*
Error (within) : 2,776 700 s
Math .
Title | , . ,
Transition Category © 4 196 90,756 - 133.40*
Grade ‘ Vo 4,032 5.93*
- Interaction 1,880 2.76*
Error (within) Y “ 680 )
. Other-Federal
Transition Category 19,488 74.67*
Grade . v 674 0.85*
Interaction 1,608 2.04*
Error (within) . . 780 ’
State/Local . * '
Transition Category 4 113 51,018 66.27*
Grade ) 5 ¢ .015 5,269 6.84*
Interaction . 18 .029 2,893 3.76*
Error (within) o 2,345 770

*F ratio significant at or beyond the 01 level

) i . > , &
. obtained by subtracting this expected score from the observed score for each student in the
terminated group. This regression ‘captures’ the growth rate of the comparison group. Then
- we temporarity assumé that the terminated group has the same growth rate, apply that rate
to its pretest scores, and see if the result equals the terminated group’s actual posttest. If the
predicted result is larger than the actual postlest (pegative residual), then the growth rate of
the'terminated group has been lower than that of the comparisor group. On the other hand,
if the residual is positive, the growth fate of the terminated group is higher. In principle, a
similar residualized scoreis obtained for the comparison group in the same way, but the mean
of the residualized scores is, by definitioh, zero, so need not be computed. The difference
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between the mean residualized score for the ‘treatment’ group and for the cemparison group
therefore reduces to the mean residualized score for the ‘treatment’ group alone. The statisti-
cal test of the differences is a t-test based on the two samples, # which the denominator
. incorporates thie variance from the comparison group from which the regression coefficients
are obtained and the variance from the terminated group to which the regression coefficnenQ
are applied. " K .
Students no Longer Qualified for CE. Addressing the first of the two questions, our concern
_is whether the students who are taken out of CE because their achievement levels are too high
aintain the growth they experienced while they were in a CE program. For such students-
inyear 1 we have no data indicating their grow,thgwhile'they were in the program the previous
year, ‘but we can compare their growth with that of students whose CE was continuous over
the two years. It'is importagt to recognize that the continuing CE studepts are not strictly
comparable to the group ide%ified as having achievement levels that justifi}i terminating their
CE, hut they nevertheless provide a useful minfnal baseline, insofar asthe growth of the
terminated students should be equal Qr greater. g ‘

.

Two independent samples of CE students,were used for the comparison—one from schools\
with terminated students and one from the genefal sample. Although answering the question -
does not logically require ‘comparison with regular students, it is of interest to determine

" whether the growth rate of the terminated'students compares favarably with ‘normal’ growth,
and so comparisons with samples of regular students were included in the analysis. The two
samples of regular students are from schools with terminated students and frf)m_ the general
sample (Note that regular students from the geneelgl sample are drawn fror all schools in the
SES sample, and-so are not strictly comparable to CE students from the general sample, who
necessarily come from only the schools with CE. Unlike the previous andlyses of this chapter,
this set of analyses is not affected by this difference betweer: comparison-groups, since no
two comparison groups enter into the analysis.)

The means of the residualized scores are presented in Table 3-5, for both reading and math.
The significance’of the t-test, for a criterion (alpha) of .05, is denoted by an asterisk after the
" gpean indicating that the score is further from zero than can be explained by.chance. The
results of these analyses, like those for year 2 data to be reported next, indicate that the growth
‘rate of students disqualified from CE because of high achievement is highet than the growth
rate of students still receiving it (mostly positive ‘residualized’ means) and is lower than the
growth rate of regular students (mostly negative ‘residualized’ means). The discontinued
reading group lies about halfway between the two growth rates for CE and regular students,
while the dis‘tontinNmath group is more like the-math CE students than the regular students.

The reader will note that any absenteeism or mobility bias in these analyses would tend, as
in the previous analyses, to make the lower-achieving groups look better, relatively, than the
higher-achieving groups. ;rhe result would again be to work against discovering growth
“disadvantages for the low achievers. It is also reasonable to expéctAthat a systematic bias
would occur th!at would inflate the regression coefficients {(since low achievers’ ggowth is
likely slower); this would bias residualized scores negatively, due to\)v‘er-prediction. Consid-
eration of these bias effects would not alter the direction or confidence of the interpretations
‘in our analyses. '

3

[




\ .
5, ' Table 3-5 1 .

Average Residualized Reading and Math Gain-Scores fram Year 1 for Students Discontinued
from CE Due 'to High Achievement, hy Grade

.

N R |
Group From Which Regression .. |
Model Was Developed** * Gr.2 Gr3 Grd Gr.5 Gr.6
“ . -
- ¢ . Reading * -
CE students from schools with termmnated students 110* 57 45 6.4* 5.8* ¢
§e: studen(s‘ frdm the general sample . . 52 . 68 86 2.8 61°
: Regular students from schools with terminated ' . .
students Y ’ -10 6* -3 4 -55* -25 -4.0* \
Regular students from the general sample -8 4* =31 -4.4* -39* -15 |°
~ Math SR e
" 0 Dt
. | CE students from schools with terminated students 18 8* 30 —-073 63 =13
CE students from the general sample 16 4* 44 8.8 72 06 |/
Regular students from sghools with terminated . ,
students ’ L 54 =123 -135° 66  -113°
Regular students from the general sample, ' 13 -11.8* =57 -§6* -10.6°
*Significant at of beyond the 05 levl . -
“*Means have been extracted from the more comprehensive Table C-4, in Appendix C s
~ * £
The same question 1s addressed through similar analyses of year 2 data. Several factors .

combine to make the analyses more complex. First, because of differences in service intensi-
ties, we considéred CE programs separately,.by funding sdurce: Title 1, other-federal, and -
state/local. Second, the year 2 growth can also be compared to the growth of the same
students from the previous year, as their own ‘control.’ In this case, the year 1 data are used
to generate the, regression_coefficients, whigh are'then applied to year 2 data to obtain
« residualized scores. (For these analyses, it was necessary to obtain projected and qbtained
scores for spring year 2, compute the difference, and perform a one-sampl/e t-test; since the
two ‘groups’ are not independent in this analysis.) In such analyses, it is necessary to assume
"that the year 1 growth rate is a reasonable estimate of the growth rate,that would have ‘
occurred in year 2 if CE had not been terminated. This assumption is_not_exactly accurate |
because the growth rates are larger for earlier grades than for any later anes, so the growth 1

of year 1 is an overestimate of the expectation for year 2. Atso, since_there are four testing
times, absentee and mobility bias must b greater in this analysis than in‘the previous ones. '

Unfortunately, there is no acceptable way to determine empirically how well the year 1 data

- work as estimates of what would have Qccurred in year 2 if sefection had ot been continued.

- Even though there is a group of students wfo were in CE in both years, the discontinued
students do not constitute\_an equivalent sample (for example, they tendsto be higher achiev- ~

* ®rs), and so the no-change growth curves for one group cannot be held to represent the other.

‘ . . . - -
The means for the year 2 tesidualized gain* scores for disqualified sffjdents are presented in
Tablg.3-6. Récall that a positive mean in these tables indicates that students in the term}i_na_ted

-
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, . Table 3-6

. > :

. . . .
Average Residual Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 2 for Students

-

* Discontinued from CE Due to High Achievement, by Grade

7

- s
Group From Which Regression . G/ [
Model Was Developed** Gr& r.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr6 |
Title | .
. Reading
Title § students from schools with terminated ’ e
students ' - 6.1... 43 185* 33 12.3*
Title I'students from the general sample » 33 181* .120* 44 2.3
Same Title | students from the previous year ©~ -58* -1.6 -02 -7.6* 1.0
Regular/students from schools with terminated : g
students . =220, -60* {1370 _124+ o3
Regular students ffom the general sample =21 4* -60* -10.2* -151* -3
. Math
Tvtle(lj(udents from schools with terminated .
stGdent 86 95 85 36 6.2
Title 1 sthidents from the general sample -43 23 121+ 80" -0.2
Same Thtle | students from previous year 222+ 10.8* 10 5* -40 =73 |,
Féeg‘u r-students from schggls with terminated ..
students =12.0* ° -171*  -14.2* -_1g 7= -86
Regulartudents from the g%\eral sample -62 -180* ~145* _143* _.16.7*
] = . P
. \ _— !
Ly Other-Federal CE
13 Reading
Other-Federal CE students from the general sample 48 -6 8 ’ 26.5* 50.5% -%3
wpame Other-Federal CE students from the previogs - .
year -~ 142 =29 71 /\ 85 26.8*
Regular Studémts from schools with terminated ’ L
students -156 -111 -58 3.2 11 8*
Regular students from the general sample -153 -10.6 =22 16 8.4
v . . M H
. ®  Math
. . VA ~
Other-Federal CE students from the”general sample i 0.5 26 3* - —
~Same Other-Federal CE students from the previous |/ -
year K -06 23.1*  -135 —
Regular students from $chools with terminated .
students =179 -0.6 ~119 —
Regular students from the general sample -131 -11 -1\0.8 — ‘
' . — 3 . . g . . e
group.had a higher growth rate than the group with which they’re Being compared; if the

imean is negative, the terminated students had & lower growth rate. What we expect to find

from these, tables is that: : - .
. I M
13 * <
. . Growth ~ Growth Gréwth .
. CE students Terminated’students = Regular students
. C

Yy

)
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) Table 3-6 (Continued) _ - . .
State/tLocal CE
Reading
\ State/Local CE students .from the general sample 48 43 7.'7 21 7* 28 4*
Same State/Local CE students from the previous year - 14 2* -82° -8.5* -2.8 6.7
» . v
Regutar students from schools with terminated
students " -7 2 -63* -122* -55 73
Regular students from the general sample -7.2* -6.5* -8 6* -70 3.7
& ’ Math
State/Local CE students from the general sample -101 21 6* -22- 3.5 -19
Same State/Local CE students from the prevuou§ year 18.2* 148*  185* -21:9* -8.3
Regular students from schools with terminated T
Sstudents .. -16 8* -70 <22 1* -25.54 -8.3
Regular students from the general sample -11 3* -86* -23.7* 224" 16 5*

T
*Significannat or beyond the 05 level
**Means have been extracted for the more comprehenswe Tables C.5, C-6. and C-7, in Appendix C .

4 L)

The residualized scores based on lgngitudinal data are placed in the center of their sub-tables
between the scores derived from CE students and those derived from regular students, as their
rég values re~expelted to lie between those two sets of scores. As their own control or |
comparison group, the terminated students provide a baseline that is somewhat comparable
to the baselines provided by the current CE students, in that both were CE participants at the
time their data for the baseline were obtained. The group is also somewhat like the regular
students, however, in that their achievement level was high enough to exit CE status. (it should
also be pointed out that some of these students could properly belong to the CE population,
having obtained high scores through error of measurement. In that case, régression toward
the mean would tend to produce-lower achievement scores in year 2, and thus make them
fall below expectation, yielding negative residual scores. The only way to minimize error of
this sort is to use the most valid and reliable tests available, but the regression effect is °
important to.consider as we interpret scores that fall below expectation.)
. o .

Examining the means in Table 3-6, we see that the order suggested in the pregeding paragraph
does, in fact, appear. Former CE students have higher growth rates thans&e would have
expected if they were like current CE students but their growth rates are lower than would N
have been expected if they were like regularstudents. The results of comparing_the students
with growth-estimates based on their earlier growth are mixed. The math data are not

, consistent across grades. (It seems best not to.attach too much importance to the longitudinal
analyses, given that they are more proné & to attrition biases and growth curve irregularities than

' the other analyses represented in the table.)

The same general relationship appears for other-federal students also (see Table C-6, Appen-
“dix C), hut it is not as clear, due partly to the small samples (Itis impdrtant to note that smaII
samples not only reduce the statistical precision of estimates, but also call into questlon “the
representativeness of the observations, since the subsets defined for these analyses were not
considered in the definition of the original SES sample.) For the state/local analyses, however,

[c
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the sample sizes are a little larger, $hd the pattern of the results is a little clearer (see Table
C-7) Ingeneral, the data indicate that the growth of students terminated from CE (due to high
achievement) is somewhat greater than that of the students who remain in CE, and consider-
ably less than that of regular students.

A closely related issue of importance to policy makers is the identification of an achievement
level at which students should be remioved from a CE program. We might expect, for example,
that the students who seore lowest are least ready to be returned to regular work, and so will
suffer the greatest dgfrements after termination of their CE services,-In order to deterniine
whether post-CE grdwth is different for students of different pre-termination achievement
levels, we blocked thedstudents terminated because of high,achievement by their pre-termina-
tion quartile. We then calculated chang@scores from spring year 1 to spring-year 2, sepa-
rqtely, by spring year 1 achievement quartile. It must be acknowledged at the outset that such
scores.are susceptibleg regression effects; students with either extremely high of extremely
low scoresill tend to have larger error components in their scores, and will tend to regress
toward the mean. This regression effect must be considered as-we examine the changei-sqores,

but it is nonetheless worthwhile to examine them. .

/

Table 3-7 contains the means for the four quartiles of former Tile | and state/local students
jwﬁoseJCE ended because of high achievement. (Standard deviations, sample sizes, and
highest scores in each quartile are provided in Tables C-8 an C-9 of Appendix C.) Several
aspects of these data are noteworthy. First, the N's tend to be smaller in the lower quartiles,
reflecting the tendency for more students who were low-achievers in year 1o be absent at
the spring year 2 testing, or no longer enrolled. The worst case (see Table C-8) is in the
fourth-grade Title | reading programs, where the lowest quartile has orby about half as many
students as the other three quartiles. The high attrition level in that single cell is associated
with a fower average gain score than is found in the lowest quartiles at the other grade levels.
Wercan infer, therefore, that it is not the low-growth students who are missing, becausestheir
absence would have raised the resulting gain estimate. ' -
~ 4

As we examine the means, it is apparent that growth (i.e., positive changes), is typical; all the

means in Table 3-7, in fact, are positive. There is, as we expected, a tendency toward higher -
scores in thie lowest quartile, and lower scores in the highest quartile, as ¥3uld be caused by -
regression toward the mean. The means for the second and third quartiles are between these
two extremes, and are not markedly different from each other. We have not tried to estimate
the size of the regression effects for these change scores, but it iswell known that all difference
scorés have Iarger-than;u5ual error components. For change scores of this kind, large error
variances are generally associated with large regression effects. .
Average gain scores associated with state/local CE programs we also Rresented in Table 3-7.

The means have a more irregular pattern than those for Title I, likely due to the smaller sample
sizes, but they are similar to the Title | means in most ways. -

-
L

.

/ .
SYUDENTS WHO LOST CE STATUS DUE TO NO PROGRAM AT GRADE OR
SCHOOL .-

"“The second question at the beginning of this chapter is concerned with what happens to
students who lose their CE status for reasons independent of their achievement growth. While

£
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Table 3-7 . T,
&

Average Reading and Math Gain Scores, by Previous Year’s Achievement Quartiles, for-
Students Teminated from CE Due to High Achievement, by (jrade

Quartile ‘Group* ' Gr.2 Ge.3 - Gr4 G5 Gr.6
\ : .
\a X . ‘ ’ Title | Reading
Lowest Quartile 52.1 453 28.1 291 40.7
Second Quartile . 33.3 39.2 335 16.6 27.9
Third Quartile 39.0 39.9 33.0 222 295
_..| Highest Quarfile ‘ ' 221 293 220 13t 241
’ e - Title | Math < v
Lowest Quartile . 1 718 _ 640 55.3 55.1 50.5
Secord Quartile N ‘467 55.6 42.0 31.5 333
Third Quartile .o - 55.0 | 46.4 42.6 35.5 30.8
Highest Quartile - . : ~40.9 29.4 34.6 14,5 236
N ° State/Local CE Reading
Lowest Quartile ' ? 700 . 492 390 437 600
“ | Second Quartile 33.7- 371 . 333 84 .517
Third Quartile 50.5 40.5 27.8 311 26.1
Highest Quartile ’ 56.1 24 8 275 , 3273 * 179

- State/Local CE Math .~ ‘

Lowest Quartile 55.2 85.2 39 665" .61.1

o

Second~Quartile ' 438 668+ 486 290 329
Third Quartile * : 433 514 336 159 281
Highest Quartile 45.0 40.1 29.1 9.9 5.0

-

*Sample sizes for other-federal students, when divided into Quartiles, were 0o small to support analyses (N less than 10 in each case) Standard

deviations and sample sizes corresponding 1o the means can be found in Tabies C-8 and C-9 in Appendix C,' along with the highest score earned
n each Quartile

D - ’ 4 . :
their CE services have ended, they may not have reached an achievement level that enables
them to return productively to regular services. We have named these instances of CE
discontinuation ‘administrative,” and have distinguished two varieties: discontinuation due to
promotion to agrade in which there is no CE program, and discontinuation because the school
lost its CE funding. (For year 1, these groups were identified through teacher reseao)xes, as
descri@ed in Chapter 1. The groups for year 2, were inferred through a procedure also
described in Chapter 1.) The question requires that we determine whether these terminated
students are losing whatever advantage they may have gained while participating in CE and
;o are Feye?ting to the low growgh rates they had prior to participation. These two aspects of the
question can be answered by comparing the growth rates of the terminated students first with
the growth rates of regular students, and then withgthe growth rates of CE students. If we find
that the growth rate of the terminated students is Jess than that of the CE students, we can
infer that there is a reversion from the higher CEerate. If the rate of growth is also less than
» that of regular students in need of-CE, then we must conclude that the present rate of growth
is a reversion back to the low growth rate they had prior to becoming CE students. Our
method of comparison is the same as we used previously, in which we examined the growth
.. of'students discontinued due to high achievement. \ :

-
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j The first set of analyses is based on data from year 1. The means of residuatized gain scores
ti.e, spring scores with fall scores covaried out) are presented in Table 3-8 for both types of

‘administrative’ CE termination. Co
the growth rates of the terminated

parisons with both samples of regular students show that
dents are lower for reading and ip all but two cases for

math. There are a few cases where the growth of the terhinated students 1s even lower than

growth they experienced while in a CE program.

Table 3-8

i

that for CE students, but in most instances it 1s higher. These comparisons do not support-the
conjecture, then, that the growth of these terminated students represents a falling off from the

- Average Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Yeaﬁ for Students Promoted to
a Grade with No CE Program and for Those Whose Schools Lost CE Funding, by Grade

ey,
roup From Which Regression . .
Model Was Developed** Gr.2 Gr3 Gr4 Gr5 :Gré
. . .
| rom to a Grade With No CE Program
: Reading
o CE students from s¢hools with terminated students 30 20 -12 -14 43 |
CE students from the general sample , 22 13 22 -43 4.9
Regular stu(fepts trom schools with terminated . ‘ - .
"I students- . . 87 -29 -87%" -66° -132*
s Regular students from the general sample -74 -32 -7 2 -8.5* ~i04*
” .
. -~ Math
b ¥
g * CE students from schools with terminated students -49 33 3.7 45 -119*
. *CE students from the general sample =23 43 107 96 ~10.8*
: Regular students trom schools wnh terminated .
. students -114 -119* 96 -05 -19 2*
. Regular students from the,general sample -14 1 -110* -08 -33 -189*
Schopls.l.ost CE Funding
. Reading
CE students trom schoots with terminated students ‘ 51 24 -49 61 4.5
CE students from the general sample b4 18 -10 31 48 |.
Regular students from schools with terminated h
students ¢ . ~-142* =29 -141i* 04 -4.6
Regular students from the general sample -123* ' -32 -129* -15 -1.8
‘ \ Math
. s ~
CE students from schoolswith terminated students 23 -4 4 31 -16 109
CE students from the general sample 40 -42 52 32 4 117t
’ , | Regular students from schools with terminated
* students . o o« D5 -199% -163% 72 4.4
Regular students from the general sample -84 -17 5* -81*° -99* 4.7

*Significant at or beyond the 05 level g
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C For'year 2?the comparisons.are carried out separately for Title 1, other-federal, and state/lo-
cal programs with the’residualized scores derived in the same way as before.

v

Table 3-9 presents the mean gain scores for students whose CE services were ended because
they were promoted into a grade that did not have CE. The terminated Title 1 students in

L 4

«

A . A -
- . Table 3-9 -
Perage Resnduallzed Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 2 for Students Who Lost CE
- Serwces Because of Promotion, by Grade
‘ -,
Group From Which Regression i ]
Modet"Was Developed** . Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6
: Title }
. * Reading
Title £ students from schools with terminated students 92, 10 12 4¢ 63 85
Tule | students from the general sample 47 bt 53 74 -05
Same Tutle | students trom the previous year -43 6° 138 ° -38 =20 -9 6"
Regu'&studen(s from schools with terminated
studeits N =226 68 . -193* -119* =56
Regular students from.the general sample =210 40 -158* -14.2* -9.2°
Math '
Title | students from schools with terminated students 46 41 36 -13 4 -17 6
.Title 1 students from the general sample -157+ -28 79 -9.5 -181°¢
Same Title | students fram the previous year v~ =182 110 47 ~14.4* -43
Regular students from schools with terminated .
students ’ -223* -228* -149%~ -328* -267°
Regular students from the general sample F195* =227 -163* -30.6° -34.7°
Other-FederaJ CE -
g ' - Reading
Other Federal CE students from the general sample 415 -23 12.7 250 7.8
Same Other-Federal CE students from the preyious >
year - . ' 319 27.0 52 -143 -20.0
Regular students from schools with terminated ’ . —
students . ‘173 109 -102  -11.3 " 112
Regular students from the general sample * . 190 °< 55 -67 -13.8 -150*
’ Math
l N, . [
Other-Federal CE students from the general sample -50 — — -8.1 41.3*
Same Other-Federal CE students from the previous )
year — — 8.4 =112 10.7
Regular students from schools with terfinated . . _
students -267* — -257* -18.3* 18.2
Regular students fram the general sample -226* — 265 -161 10.0

TR
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Table 3-9 (Contjnued)

‘ State/Local CE .
. . Reading .

State/Local CE students from the general sample =30 58 133* " 204- 38.0°
Same State/local CE students fro the previous year -63 -92 57 -5.3 96
Regular students from schools with terminated ¢

students s -146 -33 -69 22 12.8
Regular students from the general sample’ . =149 -48 -3.3" -08 8.9

- o ° Math ¢

State/Local CE students from th@eneral sample 94 52 65 221 136
Same State/Local CE students from the previous year 236" =21 210 -211 24.0
Regular students from schools with terminated

students 3.1 1877 =51 99 4.4
Regular students from the general sample . 85 -190* -47 ~6.6 ~3.6

-

*Significant at or beyond the 05 level
“!Means have been extracted from the more comprehensive Tables C-12, C-13. and C-14, in Appendix C -
- ) )

reading have growth rates higher than the continuing CE students, lower than growth M
in the previous year, and lower than the regular students. In math the comparisons are
generally similar. With some exceptions, these findings are replicated with the students
discontinued’from the Other CE programs. : ~

The mean gain scores for the students in schools that Iost CE programs are presented in Table
3-10. In general, these students’ means arte higher than those predicted from the continuing
CE students, and always lower than those predicted from regular students or from their own
growth the previous year. Although the nature of the longitudinal growth curve with the scaled
scores (progressively decelerating) could be expected to bias the gomparisons to be negative
when growth is based on that from the previous year, especially’in the lower grades, the bias
is not sufficient to misguide our conclusions.

Yoo
~

The evidence is got particularly strong that there is a decrement in growth after loss of CE.
The proper interpretation of this finding is not clear. It is equally plausible to conclude that
CE provided little or no help in the first phase, or that the growth rate it established was
successfully maintained by students who were terminated ‘accidentally.” Data from Report
F£10 (Wang et al., 1979), indicating that CE has only slight positive effects, does not help to
resolve. the issue. The year 2 data does'not contradict the conclusions drawn from the year
1 data, then. While the students terminated from CE are, in fact, accumulating an edugational
deficit, there is ho consistent evidence that they are worse off than their peers who are CE
students during the same time, or than they themselves were the preceding year. There is,
therefore, .no evidence that discontiriuation of CE services has a negative impact on the
achievement growth of students. *

SUMMARY

To summarize this chapter, we first inspected the end-of-year achievement levels of students
who were and were not terminated from CE programs, in order to learn how educationally

.

-
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Table 3 10

. ,Kverage Resadualtzed Readmg and Math Gain Scorec from Year 2 for Students Who bost GE
v ! Services Because Their S¢hobys. Lost CE Funding, by Gradé -

- Lo

Group From Which Regression , °

95
48

"Model Was Developed** ) . Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6
BT
/ Title | . i
. d . Math®e*
Title 1 students from schools wulh termmaled students 1128 266° -56 )9
Title 1 stadents from the general sample ! v 22 “19 4° -17 15 4°
Same Tule | studénts irom the previous year. 291 220 =217 . 06
Regular students from schools with teMBinated L. v
» students . , . -59 01 -264°  -121 7 237
Regular slud‘gﬁts from the general sample S . 08 " -1v =272, -94 -118*
Other-Federal CE { R
i . . Reading
()lh'eriederal CE students rrom the general sample 56 T 88 ° 430 297
Same Other-Federal CE students trom the prev xou; .
\ear L. -38 -159° 38 =22 41
Regular students trom schools, with texminated .
students . “ - -ta 2 =79 ,-158° -88 05
Regular students trom theegeneral sample -141° -57 -123*- -100 -35
4 : Math s,
Other-Federal CE students trom the general sample | 242 185 — 234 329°
Same Other-Federal CE students (rgm the prdaious * . o : ‘ ¢
vear . 268 06 -347 + 128 -35
Regular students from chodls with.termi{najed S . )
students ) . =35 T-85 3430 F9 3¢
Regular students from the general sample\ , - _ 7 -89 322 . .65 -119
~ (]
. State/Local CE -
Reading
StatesLocal CE students from xhe.general-sample-. . <04 <13 143 11'5° 16.0°
Same StateLocal CE students from the previous vear -106° -60° 16 4° -153 92
Regular students from schools with*terminated . !
” students . -130%, <113 =55 76" -17
Regular students trom the general sample " 5 125 -120Q° =20+ a105%, 51,
) . » ‘Math
1State/L0(al'CE students from the general samp(\ 06 22 8 8’ o152 8.8
Same State/Local CE students from the previous ot . o
vear , 69 -120 22 2" -17 16 8*
Regular students from schools wnth (ermmated <
students . -50 -22 3% -86 -105° -12
Regular students from the general sample 0.2 -227¢ -9}3‘ -82 -92

0

Svyuf-cama!otbeyondthe 05 level

*“Means have been extracted from the more somprehensive Tables C-15, C-16, and C-17 n Apoender

***No school lost ts Title | reading program
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needy the terminated students were. In general, we found them to have lower achievement
levels than regular students, but higher fevels than continuing CE students. Among the students
whose CE services ended, those disqualified because of high achievement exhibited achieve-
ment levels higher than other discontinued students, but still lower than those for regular
students When the end-of-year achievement percentiles are averaged over all grades and

subjects, the averages are: . v )
Regular students 52°
- Duiscontinued due to high achievenfent 38
Discontinued due to promotion 26
Discoritinued because school lost funding 28 ’
Continuing CE students . . 26
[ . s

During the year after CE 1s ended, we can inspect students’ growth rates to find out if those
terminated students are maintaining their educational growth or are reverting to previous low |
rates In Table 3-11 below, the growth rates of the discontinued students are compared with
those of three different comparison standards.: .

.

. Table 3-11

Comparisons of the Growth Rates of Discontinued Students to Three Standards

How Do the Actual Growth Rates of Terminated Students
T Compare tq the Rates of:
Reason for Students ' Regular The Same Terminated
Termination Continuing in Students judged Students in
of CE That CE Program to Need CE \ The Previous Year
«Title | Reading .
Hegh achievement Higher Lower Lower
Promotion . Hsgher Lower Lower
School lost funding ' — .- ° — ,
Tle | Math, . a . ’ ’
High achievement % Higher Lower . Higher
Promotion . Lower N Lower Lower
School lost funding Higher Lower Higher
Other-Federal Reading CE T - )
High agfuevement - Higher Higher _Higher
Promotion — Lower . —
School lost funding -_ - Lower Lower-
Other-Federal Math CE . =
High achievement , Higher - Higher
Promotion Higher Lower -
School lost funding . Higher Lower - —
w State/Local Reading CE . : . *
High achievement Higher Lower ) . Lower,
L Prbmotioh .  Higher - — —
Schegol.lost funding . Higher Lower —
State/Local Math CE N ; -
High achievement Higher Lower Lower
Promotion : . - Lower Higher .
School lost funding Lower ' Lower ' Higher
T Note - indicates that the cofhpanison 15 inconclusive becayse there were no means 10 compare there were no differences that were statistically

Agruficant, or the differences balanced out 50 no conclusion could be grawn P

e
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. ¢ A
. We can conclude that terminal\ion of CE services is not the unfair disaster that many havé
feared. In terms of achievement growth, the terminated students learn pretty much as would
be expected of them, regardles%'of prior or current participation in a CE program.”
. ) - i.
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CHAPTER 4. EFFECTS OF INSTRUCTION ON GROWTH

.
»

The findings of the preceding ¢hapter suggest that students whose CE is discontinued do, not
* féll behind the achievement growth rate of those whose CE is continued, even if discontinua-
tion is due to outside factors, rather than to a decisionhthat the students are ready for the
mainstream._ ‘ ‘

"One plausible interpretation of thi finding is that growth rates, once established by CE
services, tend to be maintained after those services are discontinued, i.e., that CE services
have-a sustained effect. It is also possible that some students whose CE is terminated receive
somewhat different treatment than regular students; although their services (as analyzed in
Chapter 2y resembled those of regular students, they were not identical to them. If there are,
in fact, identifiable. differences in specific\services provided to some of the discontinued
-students, then'it is useful to detedmine whether any of these services are more effective than
others in promoting achievemen) growtlt. In this chapter we ‘search for those effective ser-
vices, If they exist in current pradtiees, by addressing the question:

e What procedures are effeckve for maintaining growth when CE isd\iséoptinued?
The measures of educational growth l}@d are the CTBS Vertical-Scale Scores for reading and
for math, as in the preceding chapter. Notice that the question above deals not with discon-
tinuation of CE services, but with discontinuation of selection for them (se€ Chapter 1 for a
discussion of this important distinction). As the analyses in Chapter 2 indicated, the students
whose selection status is discontinued in year 1 receive fewer services than those who remalfi™
in CE programs las discontinuation of special services would lead g to expect); this is also
true’of Title 1 students in year 2, For purposes of policy- and decision-making, we want to
learn which of the services that are still received are most effective in producing achjgvement

growth. . ) . -

kY

The purpose of these analyses is to examine the relationships between the educational
experiences and services to which terminated CE students are exposed after termination, and
their subsequent achievement levels. This relationship is examined by regressing the CTBS
reading measure on measures of services and ex periences in reading instruction, and the CTBS
math measure on the corresponding measures of math services and experiences. The meas-
ures of achievemeny growth are first derived by regressing the spring Vertical-Scale Score on
‘the fall score, and employing the difference between the observed and the predicted scores
as a residualized-gain scqre; which is then regressed on the service measures. The measures
of types of instruction described in Chapter 2 will also be used in one set of analyses,
supplemented by four composite measures. The composites are briefly described below.

*

Summer Reading (Math) Experience. An index based on the unweighted
sum of each Student’s responses on the Summer Activity Slipsheet on the
amount of readfil(math) instruction received in summer school, and on
the numbers a ds of books read cygring the summer (books read
were not inClu the math* measure). .

£1Y
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: Summer Intellectual Experience. An index based on the unweighted
sum of each student’s responses on the Summer Activity Slipsheet on the °
total amount of organized and focused intellectual (academic-like)
experience during the summer. This index is most heavily weighted with
attendance at summer school, but also has leisure-time intellectual
activities as components. ’ .

Teacher Experience and Training. A composite index fornfed for each
teacher, based on responses to the Teachier Questionnaire. For the

_reading jndex, any general preparation items for teaching reading are
included, such as hours of college-tevel courses, inservicg training, etc.

* For math, items about preparation for.the teaching of math dre included.”
For each student, the indexes for each readin§ and math teacher that
instructed the student were averaged to provide.an average index for the
training and experience of his/her-hypothetical readin§ teacher and ot

‘hypothetical math teacher. <., ,ﬂ:ﬁ’

"+ Individualization of Instruction, A composite index based on the
teachers’ responses on the Teacher Questionnaire. All.reading taachers
responded: to items on reading.-#&truction and all math teachers .
responded to items oMstruction. The score assigned to each
student was obtained by averaging the indexes for each teacher ‘
instructing that student, and scores for reading and math were calculated

g separately. . . ) :

+

. . .
These four composites were joined by the ten service components (from Chapter 2) to form

"a set of fougteen service items for each subject. In the analyses labeled “Service Items as
Predred®rs, the following variables were used to predict the residualized gain scores (reading
predictors for reading gain-scores and parallel math predicators for math gain scores):

e  Hours of (subject) with a regular teacher in a group of 21.or more students.
e Hours of {5ubject) wit “a regular teacher in a group of 14 to 20 students:
e  Hours of {subject) wf'th a regular teacher in a group of-7 to 13 students.
e Hours ofa(5u.bject) :yvith a regular teacher individually or in a group of 2 to & students.
e  Hours“of (5ubjectj' with a special teacher in a group of 7 or more students.
- @  Hours of (subject) with a special teacher individually or in a group of 2 to 6 students.
e  Hours of (subject) with a paitl aide or teaching assis%ant ir,fa group of 2 to 10 students.
e  Hours of (5ubjéct) with a peer tu'tor'or~adljlt' volunteer. ’
.®  Hours of indepéndept work in (subject) using progra;mmed materials.
3 .o Hours of independent work in subject) using non-prog.r;mmed materials.

»

e  Summer (subject) experience. ., . .

e  Summer intellectual experience.

-




e Teacher experience and training in (subject).

<

1Y \
e Individualization of instruction in (subject).
Because there are. inter-dependenci®s among the 14 items, and because we wanted to
consider the effects of the cost-weighted sum of the services, the analyses were repeated using
only summary- -like camposite data of more general¥interest..
In the analyses Iabeled ‘Service Composntes as Predictors’ the following variables were used
“to predict the residualized gain scores (reading prednctors for reading gain scores and parallel
math predictors for math gain scores): . o

e ' Total hours of instruction in (subject) offered to student. i b P
e Cost of total re’sourc‘é?:offered to student. ) s .

° ummer (subject) experience.

. @ Summer intellectual experience. . .
The first variable in this list is the sum of the first ten variables in the previous list of predictors,
separately for reading and for math. The second variable is a cost-weighted measure, used
in these analyses to reflect the intensity of instruction offered. The cost-weighted measure
does not reflect actual expenditures, but reducés services to a standard metric so that different
kinds of services can be aggregated meaningfully in terms of their resource costs (see Haggart
_etal, 1978). .

PREDICTI'ON OF THE’ACHIFVEMENT GROWTH OF FORMER CE STUDENTS

In order to learn which services were most efficacious as components of programs for the
students whose CE had ended, we employed multiple-regression analysis, and searched for
the services that made significant contributions to the prediction of the students’ achievement
growth. Regression analyses were separately completed for each grade, for reading and for
math and, where possible, for CE programs funded from different sources. For each of these
regressions, one analysis was completed based.on the items as predictors, and another on
the composites as predictors. In addition, each analysis was performed on data from year 1
and on data fgom year .

Because of the large numbers of variables in these analyses, there are more cases where values
for one or more variables are missing. For example, a studgnt with the necessary CTBS seores
—but missing a Summer Activity Slipsheet—would not be included. The, analyses are there-
fore particularly susceptible to attrition due to absence of transfer & students, and are subject
to the biases introduced by those kinds of attrmoﬁe kind of bias that might be introduced
would be expected to raise mean achievement |; we might also infer that achievement
growth would be generally raised as well, but there is nio basis for expectmg the amount of
. assocuatlon between services and growth to’be bnased in any particular direction.

.

Analyses were also considered in which the CE termination categories 6f yeae] would be’
3 used to analyze the effects of services over the two years of growth. Some drawbacks to this
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sions:

‘he results of the 230 separate regression ‘analyses indicate that the service variables do riot
redict achievement growth with a very high degree of accu&acy This is true for all grades,
both subjects, both,years, and for all termination categories. The significant predittors in each
analysis, along v with the percentage of achievement varianc€ they account-fef, are provided
in Tables D- 1uthrough D-8, in Appendtx D. The amounts o variance accounted for by the
redictor yariables (i. e., the proportion of the remaining va raﬁb&accounted for after the

t has been partraled out of the posttest, when the othe predrctors are entered into a

-

. , /‘
The r’eXJlts of the reg sion analyses are summarized in Table 4- 1, »ﬁ the significant

predictgrs have merely éen counted and summed over _grades. W|th|n each subject and

terminakiop category, each varrableﬁhad the opportunity to make 20 significant contributions
(ie,if2 varlable were aI\Nays significant in a subjeqt and termination category, its entry, would
usuaIIy be 20). The fact that F‘eX/aV,aruables evef reach srgmfrcance with one- -tenth of the

frequency _possible overall, illustkates quite cledrly the lack of any strong consistency of ’

predictive | powers of the service varrables At bes we can draw the foIIowrng weak conclu-

3 . . . .
e Instruction by special teachers*jp small groups and individualizatjoﬁof instruction
most frequentl\/ predict the readi 5 growth of students terminated from CE due to high
achrevement SmaII -group' instruction by regular teachers’ moii: fnequently predicts
" math growth for such students v - NN .

«

° SmaII -group mstructron bw regular teachers and insteuctigg by tuto‘s or adult volun-
teers most frequently predict regdrng growth of students inated\from CE due to

promotron to grade with no CE program. Instructron by regular teachers in medn’r—n\t-”‘

sized groups most frequently predrcté math growth fbr these students

e Teachers’ experience and trarnrng most frequent]y predrcts reading growth of students

h “terminated from CE because their s¢hools lost funding. Instruction by regular teachers

in small groups most frequently predrcts math growth for these students. .

o The cost-weighted composite, which emph 1sizes *individual instruction and instruc-
.o tion in small grong, is.the most frequent omposite predictor of growth for ali
* . termination categories and for"both subjects. |
Table 4-2 (extracted from Tables D-9 through D*12, in Appendlx D)”presents\(equencues ofe
each predictor’s significant corttributions to the predrctron of growth,‘separately for reading
and math, for students who were at four different achievement levels when services were

* terminatéd. The analyses from which-te counts in Table 4-2" come represent an attempt to
find kinds of setvices that are espegially effective at each level of achievement. At each grades_.
level, the students drsaralrfred from CE due to high achievemnt for Title | and state/local CE

. . L ®
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. - Table 4-1 A ) ,

’* ' : . : . .

Number of Times‘Each Predictor Made a Signiﬁc.ant Contribution to the Prediction of Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of

Students Terminated.from CE Programs, Summed over the Duration of the Study apdpifferently Funded CE Programs

. .
IS - . ) v YA
. Discontinued Discontinued * Discontinueds * .
r ¥ . * Due to High -Aghle‘emeht ‘Due to Promotion *Because’School Lost Funding
- - Predictor*Variables Reading _' Math Reading Math ' Reading Math - .
S r . . P -t .,
Service Items . ' \ - . - . ’ ;
’ _ Repular teacher, 21+ student - I 1 0. . Q0 2 J°
R‘egular teacher, 14-20 students 4 . 1 1 3 -2 ) .3
| * Regular teacher, 7-13 students . 2 ~ 2 2 1 1 N 0.
. Regulardeacher, 1-6 students -2 4 3 2 2 A 4,
+ Special teacher, 7 4 students -5 > 2 2 1 0 -0
' - SpeciaMeacher, 1-6 students . 3 1.0 2 ’ 1.
Audes/Assistants, 2-10 students 3 2 2 2 .0 |
Tutor or ‘adult volunteer 4 \ 3 3 / 0 \\2 e w3 e
' ladependent, :programmed materials, . 2 1 1 0 .3
independent, non-programmed matenals 4. 2 1 1 2 3
Summer (subject) expenence .. 1! ‘ 0 0 2 o] 2
Summer intellectial experience * 2 0 1 0 1 . R
Teacher experience and traiming 4 * 3 2 2-\ 3 2
Individuahzation of nstructiop 5 . 0 « -l 2 ‘ 2 2 =
Pl A ' —a > tv
! Serwce Composites -
i ‘Hours of instruction offered 0 . 2 0 17 2 . 2~
I *  Cost of hodrs of instruction offered ‘4 4 -2 g - 3 .5
|, " Sumnfer (subject) expenehce. o 0, o - 1 2 . 2
Summer ntellectual experience 2’ 1 1 ‘ 0 T, - 2
; - * - Y T,

ERIC . ...

.
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,
> Number of Times Each Predictor Made a Signi

>

0

Table.4-2 .

4

- ¢
ficant Contributionsto the Prediction of Achiévement Growth for Students Terminated
- from CE Due to High Achivement; by Quatrtile of Previous Year's Achievement -

. [N Ay

‘Previous Spring’s Reading Quartile

- Id
. Previogls Spring’s Math Quartile

o~
a .
. .
‘e : . !

" . Predictor Variables *
) Mo

Y
Lowest

~

Second j

Third' .. Highest

‘Lowest Second

Third

Highest

<

13 —=¥
Service-ltems ~ . <
Regular. teacher, 211 students
Regular teacher, -14-20 students-
Regular tegcher, Z-13 students
. , ‘Regular teacher, 1.6 students
- ) - Special teacher, 7+ students
- . Spaeial teacher, 1-6 students
&‘ . Aides/assistarits, 2-10 students |
i% Tutor or adult volunteer .
l Independent, programmed materials .
Independent, nBn-programmed materias
> 1+ ¢ Summer {subjecty expenence . |,
. * ¢ Summer ntellectual experience
. Teacher experienge dnd traiging
i indwidwalization of instruction
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(there were not enough observations for othef-federal CE) were divided into quartiles on the
basis of achievement level at the spring of year 1, and regression analyses were completed
for each quartile separately. The hope ®bf cours%, was 'that the inconsistencies in Table 4-1
would disappear when we prethcted ‘achievement growth for homogenous groups of stu-
Jdents. We can see, by coMring the columns of Table 4-2, that there are no outstanding

» differences in the patterns of numbers. The creation of groups of terminated students, homo-
geneous i achievement, does dot improve our ability to predict growth or the consis-

téncy of the prediction equations .
- \

' \ ’ . .

: PREDICTION OF TF\E ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH OF FORMER CE STUDENTS,
CONSIDERING THEIR GROWTH IN THE PREVIOUS YEAR . S
Finally, we attempted to refine our analyses another way, by partialing out.of the posttest

" score, not only the pretest, but also a raw-differenc growth score for'year 1. This approach
15 the regression equivalent of the proceduré of blocking students on their year 1 achievement .
growth inorder to determine whether ‘correcting’ for this pre-termination measure would lead

" toamoresensitive detection of effective services. As in the blocking approach, we could base
our analyses only on those students who were the study both years, so sample sizes are
similarly reduced The'findings reported in Tables [D-13 thiough D-18, in Appendix D, parallel-
ing in content Tables D-3 through D-8, are discouragingly similar. Proportions of vanance,’
accounted for are usually very small and inconsistent over grade, fundingsource, and reasons
for discontinuation Those-proportions that are large are based on small samples, arid so
should not be generalized or:even discussed. o

0y

- ~ © o a

+SUMMARY . . . 2
In summary, rone of the 1nstruct|o}1al services measured are consistently effective in maintain-
ing student growth after CE services are terminated. Lest. this finding be used too extei ively

in infernng general principles, several limitations on thts_part of the study should be kept inv

\

mind. ¥ ] .
e The services that were quantified may nqt constitute the conceptual breakdown of
services that would be most sensitive to instructional qualty (although this breakddWwn

constitutes the finest-grained analysis avajlable fqr a data base of this kind and size).

Only existing conditions were examiried. Had we studied a number- of -effective
programs specifically designed to maintaif student growth after CE, we might have
had morepositive and consistent findings. 3 o

The instructional services gjudied®occur m various contexts and combinatigns; to the
, extent that services interact, therr effects could be hidden from any attempt at statisti-

cal dt‘senta\qgl’emem? . . \ ‘ : i
Itss not even particularly desirable that some services be especially superior to others;,
since these students-have been returned to the mainstream, -it.seems entirely reason:
able and acceptable that all the services provided to them' (and to other regular
students) be about équally effective in maintaining their growth. (If one or more .
services had emerged as superior, their identification would have been, useful,, of

. ‘[xourse, for optitization of their effectiveness.)
. k - /\
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Although none of the services identified can be concluded to be especially effective, then,

this conclusion is relative rather than absolute, and does not imply that ngne of the services .

arereffective, or that all of them are effective. It merely tells us that wel\have ne basis for

creating maintenance programs emphasizing one or more of the service categories over the

others. We will study these problems over a longer longitudinal time span in a future report
. from the SES, in hope that the larger picture will become clearer .
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. THE INCIDENCES OF CHANGES IN CE SERVICES

k] - . ? 1

A Lumplelt‘ picture uf the relationship between reading and math transitions reQLnres that we
exdamine the extent to whuch students who Lhange their status in one subject alsp change therr
status in the other The cruss-tabulation presented in Table A-1 (from which Table 1-1 was
abstracted; provides the detailed information that is needed The transition categories for mat
appedr in the left margin of the table, along with numerical designations, for brevity, only the
numbers appear at the tup f the table as c@umn designations The transition categories for
i each funded program ‘nclude three sub categones of discontthued students participants in -
both years, new participants, and fregular students Each row® of the table, then, contains the
numbers of students who fall into each transition category for math. Each column contaims
the corresponding transiion frequencies for reading, and the cells show the numbers of
students ineach combination of changes in reading and math services. The main diagonal of
the table shows the numbers of students who fall into the same transition category, for the
same funaing suurce, for buth reading and math. Itis possible to determine, by examination
* of the table, how many of the students who were disqualified for, say Title | readmg, were i
s:multaneoush started in some other math CE program

- .

The reader will note that Table A-1 s subdivided into nine substables, where the entire sample

* of students is categorized in each sub-table (Shight varations in the total counts are caused

¢ by missing data introduced 1n the editing of the CER responses ) in the upper left-hand
sub-table, the off-diagunal entries indicate numbers of students whose changes in the Title |
“programs weren't the same for both reading and math For example, row 5, column 1,
indicates the: number of students . 118 whose Title | reading was discontinued because of high

o achievement, but whose Title | math was started, both ag the beginning Year 2.

. \ . ' )

The uther two diagonal sut_)-ta'bles, 1 g, the center one and the lower rnight-hand one, hold
dhe corresponding information ior other-federal programs and for state/local programs, re-
spectively The remaining sub-tables are probably of less interest. the lower left-hand sub-
table, tor eample, has diagonal entries that show the correspondence between state/tocal

CE math (hanges and Title | reading changes, and its off-diagonal entries show the lack of
agreement between the twy- The Total rows and columns gne the frequencies for the changes

fo; readmg-&d math respec{wely

e -

nTagle, ALl prCmdes’the Qumber of students who change CE status when the changes involve
both reading and math. 1t is more likely, however, that a student may be discontinued from
one reading CE prugram and be promoted into a grade served by a different CE program. In
such cases, the educational continuity may be nrintained, but the program 1s ‘picked up’ by @
anuther CE funding source Table A-2, from which Table 1-2 has been abstracted, provides
the numbers of students with changed CE programs within reading and within math.

Of particular interest in the left side of this table (readmg\’are the observations in the third
row and thetfourth, fifth, “Thd sixth columny of the top.two sub-tables. These entries are counts,
of the students who hate started in Title I-reading CE and ‘at the same tme been dropp.

from other-federal programs or from state,/local programs The lower left-hand sub-table may
be read the same way to indic3te the number of starts 1a other-federal reading 'CE programs

~ -
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s . Table A-1 - .. °
. Number of Students with- Changed CE Status in Reading and Math, by CE Funding Source
’ - :
«~ Funding Source and .. Title 1 Reading Other-Federal Reading State/Local Reading
< Transitibn Category 1 2 3 4 3 6 Total 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 1 2 3 4 3 6 Total
: R - [)
Title | Math . »
1 Acheevernent 100 high 941 17 0 259 - 104 309 1630 128 S5° 9 28 16 1.394 1.630 43 2 16 78 135 1307 1,630
2 Promoted ot 16 63 0 19 22 76 196 10 0—6~ 3 25 157 195 14 3 3 7 177 195
3 No wchoot funding 207 40 © 83 16 37 13 6 0 1 10 16 350 183 15 s 0 20 28 315 383
4 Contmung n progtam 149 36 0 2,370 23 176 2,962 2 61 169 82 20 2628 2962 18 23 179 534 231 1977 2962
- 5 Staned Year 2 118 40 0 851 1866 664 3,539 26 50 238 10 13 3,202 3.539 157 43 S19 171 416 2.233 3.539
6 Regular students’ 1342228 0 1,466 1920 29977 34933 213 18 318 202 674 33,179 34774 730 211 877 785 2,130 "30.041 34,774
Towd ) 2773 424" 0 5048 4159 31239 43643 385 354 735 335 764 4910 43483 964 307 1624 1.591 2947 36050 43,483
¢ Other-Federal Math .
1 Achevemnent oo high 125 0 0 13 23 137 298 272 4 0 6 0O 16 298 20 12 8 12 28 188 298
2 Promoted out 57 o0 0 64 4% . 180 37 3 31 0 2 o0 1 347 9 0 17 69 114 138 347
3 No school funding / st 0o 192 %0 12 454 14 3 428 11 o S 454 20 68 o214 49 10 454
4 Conunuing i program 37 1 0 79 3 164 284 1000 0 263 1 10 284 2728 16 12 7 167 284
- 5 Staced Year 2 9 8 0 34 26 1777, 264 12 0 2 148 N 264 36 14 0 30 42 112 262
N 6 Regular students 2484 415 0 4666 3971 30,300 41.836 85 4 314 S1 615 40,773 41,842 852 188 1,552 1.224 2707 35.313 41,836
Total 2773 424 0 5048 4159 31.079 43.483 385 354 735 335 764 40916 43489 964 307 1.624 1.591 2.947 36050 43,483
State/tocal Math . . - R . :
’ 1 Achievement 100 high 76 50 66 155 272 568 170010 18 26 1 486  S68 354 4 ] 36 12 162 568
. 2 Promoted out 104 40 103 51 36 498 2 0 68 4 1 413 498 119 139 o 25 12 203 498
3 No schogl funding 41 10 0 222 468 9 990 120 -2 11 48 908 990 40 6 854 2 ¢ 87 990
4 Continuing in program 41 16 0 515 133 357 1.062 40 66 190 -11 17 738 1,062 _ 1, O 0 985 32 34 1.062
§ Staned Year 2 230 22 0 9 332 1,740 2753 31 60 226 S 27 2404 2753 1S 6 2 0 229 1990 513 . 2,753
L 6 Regular students 2.287 367 O 3.?2\ 3010 28225 37612 294 198 231 278 650 35.96) 37,612 423 152 770  314°° 900 35.051 37.612
' Total . 2,773 424 0 5048 4159 31.079 43.483 385 354 735 335 764 40910 43,483 964 307 1.624 1.591 2.947 36,050 43,483

? 9 lNo(e Transtion categones are

Q
ERI
.,

Student discontinued from the Cf program due to high achievement, R
Student drscontinued from the G program due to promotion tp a grade without the program in Year 2,
Student discontinued from the L€ program because the school st ts funding in Year 2.
*  Student setected for the CE pfogram in Year 1 and in Year 2,

S Student newly selected fgethe CE program in Year 2 (not selected m Year 1)

6  Student not selecledf the CE program erther in Year 1 oc'in Year 2

I

Ny

As examples to asust in reading this table, the following are three statements that can be drawn from the table

A Seventy-nine students were selected for Title | reading services in both years and for Other-Federal math CE services in both years
8 Eleven students were selected for Other-Federal reading CE services in both years and were discontinued from?® Other-Federal math CE services in Year 2 because

their school(s) lost funding .

C  Frve students were discontinued from Title | reading ;erv;ées 1n Year 2 because they were promoted to a grade that did not have such a program and V{\ere also discon-

tnyed from S(.ate/local math CE services because they were disqualified due to high achievement

. . A
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L ’ o Table A-2 PR

I:Jumbers of Students in Year 2 Samples Te_m_u‘naling, Conlin.uin'g,, and Starting Realling and Math CE, by Funding Source

-

N - I
¥ [

\\ e Transition - 7 Grade* - - Grade® ,
‘\‘ . e Categories 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total* » 1 2 3 4+ 5 6 Total**
- ' 2

"\i . ' Title | Programs . Other-Federal Reading:Programs . Other-Federal Math Programs .
P . 1 Achievgment too high 143 55 81 48 = 52 2,394 2,773 123 56 10 28 6 ' 1,407 - 1,630 .
b ) " 2. Promoted out . 0 1 0, t 10 ~ 412 424 0 0 0 1 N 183 . - 195
; 3 No school funding 0. 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0 0. 13-« 0 0 370 383
! . 4 Continuing in program ' 19 63 359. 97 47 4,463 5,048 1 60 , 169 78 6 2,648 2,962
“ 5 Started Year 2 . 56 47 100 9 27 3,920 4,159 24 49 92 .. 1 24 3,349 3,539
) Regular students, s .__,,Q ’ 167 *188, 195 180 628 29,721 31,079. . 150 182 170 176 217 33,879 34,774
’ . ¥State/Local Reading Programs e . State/Local Math Programs
) - Title | Programs * ) S . - -
o t - Achievement too high 121 53 ‘42 97 213 2,247 2,773 $8 39 33 24 -157 ~1,309 1,630
-< 2. Prothoted out ' 5 4 16 . 1% 37 347 424 0, 4 a L4 6 178 195
' . ¥ Ngschool funding ‘0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 3 6 2 340 © 383,
. 4. Continuing in program 100 43 35 618 363. * 3,689 5048 17 12 178 508 152 2,095 2,962 *
5. Started Year 2 216 45 /5?41 167 463 2,727 4,159 135 60 474 92 453 2,325 3,539
¢ 6 Regular students 522 162" 790 ‘694 1,871 27,040 31,079 341 380 301 428 1,959 31,365 34,774
T N ) ’ N . : State/Local Reading Programs w777 T T Sfate/Local™Math Programs
. ’ Other-Federal Programs - . . * . .
1 Achievement too high ! 20 "16 8 48 - 36° 257 385 19 2 1 41 26 209 298
2 Promoted oyt 10 + 2 17 73 114 138 354 7 0 20 65 59 196 :° 347,
) 3. No school funding 18 72 %2 20 7N 332 735 19 68 <1 191 70 105 454
v oo .| . 4" Continuing in program 30 28 46 11- 5 215, 335° ¢ 25 4 11 11 137 220 284
L. " 5 Started Year 2 - 14 14- 54 13 34+ 635 < 764 .9 35 0 23 80 17 264
. 6 Regular students - - 872: 1751,467 1,236 2,687 34,473 ° 40,910 489 389 957 731 2,505 36,765 41,836
. - . ’ -~ ., 4
' - *Ali ‘frequencies in the left sub-tables are only for’readmg and alt in the nght sub-tables are only for r;xath ? B ¥

*,**The t5tal number of students 15 43. 483. the number of missing observations 1s 1,025
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ceinciding with discontinuation from state/local reading CE programs. Examining thexthird
column, fourth, fifth, and sixth rows, we find the numbers of students making the opposite
program changes The right-hand sub-tables are exactly analogous for math CE programs. It
can be seen that, for both reading and math, shuffling students among different CE programs,
while it occurs, 1s not a common practice. ' ) . |

~Fhe fourth, fifth, and sixth rows and columns in each sub-table form a small matrix that is
of some additional interest. Since our method of identifying the students whose CE status was
discontinued pecause they were no longer qualified is.inferential, it is reassuring to note that
the numbers iri these small sub-matrices are about what we should expect if oyr inferences
were correct There I1s very little agreement'mdic_ated by the fourth and fifth rows and:
eolumns, but a good deal more ih the cell where the sixth row énd column intersect. That
Is; students are more likely to be disqualified in two’ programs simultaneously than they are
to lose their selection status sgnultaneously ‘because they were promoted to grades with
neither program or because théir schools lost both types of CE funding.

We have so far presen‘ted.cross-tabulations as not differentiated by grade, in order to minimize
complexity Table A-3 provides information for year 2 by grade, separately for reading and
for math It s apparent that the dlscontmu_eq groups, which are the focal point of this report,
constitute a small minority of the sample, but that there were sufficient numbers to justify
" selected analyses. ‘ i
Séveral‘ phenomena can be seen’underlying the+numbers.in Table A-3. First, gecause the
transition citegories were created from the Compensatory Education Rosters from year 1 and
year 2, and because we did not study grades lower than grade, 1, one would not expect to
find any first-grade students at all Over 600 of the first-grade students were retained for the,
second year; but unaccountably some of them were "promoted out’ (this could occlr if, for
example, Title | services were not provided to any first-graders in yeary2, perhaps because
some other program could be used to replace\% services), and otherww{ﬁere ‘disqualified
because of achievement’ (not explainable when itis remembered that these students had been
retained m%crade 13 In reading; no school appears’to have lost Title | programs, but one or,
more appear to have lost Title | math programs &g):her explanation is that the school shifted
its entire Title | program to, reading services in year 2). '

3
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‘ . ' Table A-3 ' .

e

Numbers of Stuhents Whongducational Programs Changed, Tabulated Separﬁtely by Grade and CE Funding Source

-

N . ’ Reading CE Services Math CE Services
. Transjtion Category’ - .
R | : . - Gr.1  Gr.2 Gr3 Gr4 Gr5 . Gré6 . Gri Gr.2 Gr3 "Gr4 Gr.5 Gr.6
Title 1+ C L . .
. No longer qualified s 70 603 627 613 442 418 31 352 312 396 300- 239
R r Promoted out ' 17 .26 55 182 65 79 4" 18 1 51 35 77
. No school funding 0 0 0 0 0 0 ., 16 63 114 63 56 71
.. Continuing in program 144 1,036 1,114 1,040 939 7751 46 542 593 682 571 528
o Started Yedr 2 . 58 1,101 916 870 619 595, 65 771 840 741 608 514
. egular students . 323 6,393 5,952 6,007 6,388 6,176 450 7,413 6,794 6,779 6,883 6,614
" . r - .
. o | Other-Federal CE* " ' . ‘
AR No longer qualified ’ " 135. 121 25. 51 42 8 123 105 25 18 19
o . Promoted out 1 3 2 228 61 59 . . 1 3 1 227 60 55
' ¢ No school funding . 40 154 142 109 147 143 1 55~ 63 44 137 144
A Continuing 1n program 20 115 122 24 16 38 8 102 109 16 11 , 38
, - Started Year 2 , 9 175 171 154 161 94 £ 1 °30 + 41 63 54 75
. Regular students L ' 526 8,534 8,077 8,140 7,993 7,646 578 8,803 8,316 8,305 8,149 7,691
a L * ! - e
State/local CE* - _— ’ e .
No longer qualified 11 192 200 251 177 133 4 7 48 94 107 146 . 169
Promoted out 15 65 53 76 +45 53 15 123 83 59 76 42
No schodl funding . 46 368 381 365 298 166 17 237 181 215 217 - 123
Continuing in program 36 342 385 323 .295 210 25 - 223 . 239 ., 228 181 165
Started Year 2 35 667 537 471 596 641 45 ° 627 607 438 559 477
2 Regular students 464 7,482 7,079 7,194 7,018 6,813, 501 7,858 7,431 7,533 7,250 7,039
< . . ‘ . i .
§ . .‘A total of 44,568 students are catego'nzed in each of the sub-tables, but there were 865 students with missing data for Title | sélection, 1,019 mussing data for Qther-Federal CE selection, and 1,025 mussing
. data for Sjate/Local CE selection The, numbers of students,categonzed inweach CE program,sthdn, 1s.43,643 for Title 1, 43,489 for Other-Federal, and 43,483 for State/Local
.Y 'L ) & t * - 53 %
L9686 : & T '
Q - L o k&‘ v - N ' . 97
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Table B-1

'
" Average Hours and Costs of Instruction Attended by Students Whose Programs
Changed in Year 1, by Grade )
- Transition Category* ; Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6
. . . Hours of Reading Instruction
Regular students * 301 . 287 233 196 179 162
* | Students terminated due to high , \
5 achievement ’ 319 271 238. 207 183 169
I, Students terminated due to promotion 251 203 244 199 178 178
Students terminated because school lost ’
' “funding 242 262 251 220 217 174
/
CE students - 274 275 258 231 223 183 .
A— .
. Resource-Cost of Reading Instruction y .
Regular students 4 37 322 251 197 170 148 1
Students terminated due to high -
achievement ’ 339 348 272 5233 193 187 (
Students terminated due to promotion 228 305 - .263 234 . "218 235
s | Students términated, because school lost o
. | funding i 2607 | 325, 309 248 © 260 _ 212
CE students I . 405 435 7 438 378 - 403 - 319
B . ’ -
L] ’
. ' Hours of Math Instruction
+ | Regular students ' , 165 163 164 167 . 169 162
_Students terminated due to'high LT .
achievement - ‘ 156 163 167 . 166 168 162w
Students terminated due tg, promotion ~. 139 137 146 168 182 174 [~
.Students terminated because school tost ) . . o
funding . ‘% 100 - 149 176 191 166 164 )
CE students ' AR VE) 173, 0 171, 232 202 196
1 4 LI N
[ - - N
° ' K - Resource-Cost of Math: Instruction
Regylar studen{s .. 130 125. 125 126 135 122
Students terminated due to highy .
achievement , . 125 145 155 . 137 142,
‘ Students terminated due to promotions <117 7Y 106 110 _ 160 150
Students terminated because school lost 4 .- . .,
funding- ' R 105 129 167 150 , 151 158
CE students - 240 10255 7 245 325 - 335 310 | . %
A . :
*Regular and CE students were sampled only from schools with terminated studenl;(' ' N , e
: X A . . . ot
N b St ‘ !
- . * .
- . § ) X . t " N .
* 99, .
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. Table B-2
Average Hours and Costs of Instruction Offered and Attended by Regular and CE Students
*+  Selected fromAll Schools with CE in Yeaf 1, by Grade .
Transition Category® Gr1 ' Gi.2 . Gr3 Gr4 G5 Gr.6
. Hours of Reading Instruction Offered
Regular students C 322 291 255 72 205 184
CE students » .s\ 314 315 282 252 | 243 242
v A : ~ -
Hours of Reading Instruction Attended
Regular students 302 276 242 201 194 " 174
. CE Students . 291 295 263 234 - 225 226
t " — _—
' o - Resource-Cost of Reaeding Instruction Offered
s © " Regular students ' 347 316 235 218 200  -181
CE students . C 439 480 . 430 398 364 348
14 - - Resource-Cost of Reading Instruction Attended
Regular students . 3257 300  .261 207 189 170 -
CE sttidents ‘ 407 450 . 401 371 340 325
Hours of Math Instruction Offered
N Regular students . 173 w@s 175 180 179 172
CE students 176 180 204_~ o, 214 216 192
s ? °
. " Hours of Math instruction Attended
. . . s
R;ulalr students 162, . 168 165 71 169, . 162
CE stud"gms 163 167,190 200 203 179
. e
* & . \
— * Resource-Cost of Math Instruction Offered
N Regular students . 137 149, 143 150 ;157 T 143
¢ CE stdents 2 210 227 24§ 285 1 300 236
g . .
% Resourge-Cost of Math Instruction Attended
’ Regular students ‘ 128 140 134 _ 142 148 135
CE students 194 210 231 266 284“ 22‘1
'Headmé{; and format for this table have been mfamlamed' n c;rde_r to facilitate com.pansons of data,in “Tables 2-1 and ‘8-1
4 ’ .
C . . o oL .
{\ | ° o ‘
/ . .
) ‘ v
. >~
Lot \
L] - ‘ ‘_‘ ? g
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i Table B-3~ : '
Average Hours and Costs of Instruction Recewgd by Title | Students Whose Programs
‘ ' Changed in Year 2, by Grade ;
- 4 egs . v Y vr . = N
- Transition Category®, ° . Grl, Gr2 * Gr.3° : Gr4 Gr5 Gr.6
vt ' : "+ Hours of Reading Instruction
Regular students L0 Tees 7283 236 214 202 190 |2
SSrodearterminated due to high ) ) ' . \
, aﬂvevement . (< 291 | 260 229 214 209 194
Students termmated due to proniotion 288 . 379 266 214 185 177
Title | students . 274 242 - 263 226 250
< Iy
’ A Resource-Cost of Reading Instruction : -
~ ' !
Regular students ' C . 277 246 204 190 158%
Students terminated due to hlgh : : )
achievement ) 345 288 *250 v235 246 227
Students terminated due to promotion © 285 391 . 325 240 . 200 182 #
‘ . . - , r oAy -
Title 1 students , o w1422 375 404 324 319
s - + .- 4 - * . '
C 3 ’ . . Hours of Math Instructlon
/| Regular students . ST 160 169 - .168 162 163
v {*Students terminated due to high : . ’ . .
achievement \. SR b ) 197 179 171 183 168
Students termifiated due to promotlon -0 153 169 .14 194 © 158 193
Students terminated because school Tost . - - )
_ funding * 155 « 176 169 142 146 145 |1
‘| Vitle 1 students - s 184 . 1700 232 196 . 179 |.
© L o T ', Resourceé-Cost of MathInstruction
. Regular students' - oo 113 124 . 130 132 s | o
, | Students’ terguinated due to hugh . o - - '
achievement . Nl 140 . 190 161 \‘#7 193 156 .
’ Students tefgninated due_to promotion ' , 97 m 108 76 145 177
Students términated because school lost . ' { .
fundingj . 131 ‘153 194 135 113 124
.. - N “« 4w co . . . *
LY Tide | students . - L . . 223. - 198 264 214 h

. ¥ 2
*Regular and Tnle"l students were sampled only from schools wnh terminated students.

**Due to the se(wenlxal cfeation of samples, there wege no remi mng f’nst-gfaders n sehook wnh d-sconnnued sludenls who either rece.wd Title

s 1 both years 01 1 neither year .

14
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Table B-4

**The prednctors are the ten types of (reading/math) instruction
1. Hours with a regular teacher in a group of 21 or more students
Hours with a regular teacher in a group of 14-20 students
Hours with a regular teacher in a grebp of 7-13 stugents
Hours with a regular teacher, lnleldua"y of in a group of 726 students N
Hours with a special teacher ina group of 7 or more students
Hours withyd gpecial teacher, individually or in a group of 2-6 students £
Hours a paid aide or teaching assistant in a group of 2-10 students!
Hours with a peer tutog or adult volunteer

* Hours of independent work using programmed matenals

s@m\lﬁmawm

-

. .
- w?['_' - ~

~

‘

Hours of independent work using nons| programm_ed' matenals

-

s

- = - [ .
*  Discriminant Analyses Between Terminated Students and Comparison Students\ '
(CE and Regular qudents From CE Schools) -——Year 1 - . -
| % Correctly. Canonpical - First Five Discriminators”
Groups of Students P > Categonzecf Correlation In Rank Order**
B 1] =
) . . Readin‘g'\\ . ‘ i
CE students vs. students terminated
Due to high achievement c 75.8 O 541 6, 7, 5 8 9
Due to promotion . ' 704 . .376* ' 6, 7, 5 3, 4
Bécause school lost funding 713 .376° 6, 7, 5 10, 1
(All terminated students) 77.3 < .548* 6,7, 5, 4,10
"Regular students vs students terminated . ’ ! \
Due to high achievement™ 56.7 133* 9, 1,10, 6 5
Due to promotion ' 58.1 195* - 3, 1,10, 2, 9
Because wchool lost funding 55.7 183 ° a1, 6, 3, 7, 4
(All terminated students) . 57.5 \ 155* 149,10, 6,.5
ol . té . ] .
% " Math .
CE students vs students terminated » . . :
Due to high achievenient 695 423, 7, 6.5 1, 9
Due to promotion - 704 Y 345* 7, 5 6 1,9
" Because school lost funding 69.6 307* 7, 6,10, 5 9
(All tesminated students) 72.6 469* 7, 6,5 1, 4
Regular students vs. students terminated e o
-Due to high achievement oo 59.8 116, 176, 7,9, 8 .
+ |. Due to promotion - e - 80, 195+ 9, 6,10, 8, ¥ .
Because school lost funding el 72,9 205 9, 15,2, 10, 6 =
¢ (All terminated students) S 58.4 148" 9, 6 1,10,"7 -
% ~ . *Significant beyond the 001 level, as determmed by the chi-square statistic evaanged a9 degrees of freeddm : N
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. "« Table C-1 .

.

|
|
. . |
Numbers/of Students Supperting Each Méan in Table 3-1 - , ‘
v . N “ . \ . .
. Transition Category ‘ Gri Gr2  Ur3  Grd Gr5 Gr.6 |
I v ’ : ‘
. N Reading ‘ |
. Y . . Id -~ v 77 .~
Regular students 541 539 545 552 qﬂ ’ 55 |
. . ’ .
Students discontinied from CE . . «
b Due to high achievement 189 378 610 465 434 455 ‘
Due to promotion ' . 20 31 58 178 152 130°
- Because-schoo! lost funding . 17 7 49 .87 161 90 116
Continuing CE students " 525 537 541 545%€ 544" 549
. . T - . Math ' g
’ N . ‘ t 4 -
Regular students Y 540 555 555 _ 549 558 557
Students discontinued from CE e v . .
Due to high achievement * 12 169 - 201 227 197 251
Due to promition 22 31 41 60 93 143 ‘
Because school lost funding 12 44 - 44 137 1M 62 :
Continuing CE students « s " 529 543 545 521 550
. ! '
Y Table C-2 ¢ |
' \
Numbers of Students Supporting Each Mean .in Table 3-3 |
. = F AJ “~
: Transition Category Gr1* Gr2  Gr3 Gr.d4 Gr.5 Gr.6 ‘
) . Reading ‘ ' ‘ }
. . \ |
.Regular students N 0 275 278 284 282 280 ——
Students, dis®fontinued from Title | ) - . |
Due to high achievement . 20 408 436 359 303 287 |
. Due to promotion | g1 67 72 237 79 83 |
Beeause school lost funding ? 0 0 5 0 0 - 0 |
Continuing Title | studénts 0 145 156, 127 - 98. 71 |
. 7 ] - i
y * ‘ ‘
Students discontinued from Other-Federal CE R . i
Due to high achievement [ 29 {3 9 - 19 28
\|* Due to promotion . B 3 2 38 33 33 |
Because school lost funding - 28 91 90 39 7 28 22 i
N Continuing Other-Federal CE students ) 0 - 0 ) . 0 0’ 0
Students discontinued from State/}ocal CE ’ .. . ;
Due to high achievement . G\@?? ’ 169 187 80 47
Due to prometion ; . b 22 55 66 21 17
« Because school lost funding . 21 183 219 179 150 80
' Continuing State/Local CE students - 0 0 0 0 0 0 ‘




L - Table C-2 (Continued)

, . . Math ° !
RegUlar students ; "o 281 %272 275 278+ 281
“Studehts discontinued from Title ! T .
Due to high achievement 16~ . 173 152 267 176 164
Due to promotjon ¢ 10 97 76 67 . 65 66
BecaUse school lost funding 14 56 88 59 d6 © 66
s ¢ TN el e S e aAKat eae —eee - e co v
Continuing Title | students o S0 e 75 43 21
- ’i " . N
Students discontinued from Other-Federal CE ' ' ’ e
Due to high achievement 4 27 26 17 1 12
Due to promotion 0 3 0 87 v+ 39 31
Because school lost funding \ 4 -7 20 16 ' 217 26
Continuing Other-Feideral CE 3Students 0 0 o * o . 0 0
. - : - o
Students discontinued from State/Local CE,
Due to high achievement 3 83 95 129 75 80
Due to promotion o 0 47 65 53 — 8 7
Because school fost funding , 15 152 79 114 - 127 6]
Continuing State/Local CE students /0 0~ 0 0 0 0
*All students i grade 1 had been tetaned in that grade fom Year 1 \ 4
, Table C-3 . a

Average Rea'ding and Math Percentiles from Spring of Year 2 and Sample Sizes for Groups-
- of Comparison Students in All CE Schools, by Funding Source and Grade
- N N AN

1 .
Transition Category o Gr.1*  Gr2 Gt3° Grd . Gr.5 Gr.6
N . - Reading
, ° v . -
Regular students . Mean — 57.2 62.2 63.2 57.5 . 563 |
N . 0 273 282 278 277 285
| Title | stygents Mean 35.1 249 214 215 176 ° 183
- N 97 283 285 291 285 230
Other-Federal CE students Mean ‘237 27.4 38.7 246 174" 321
T - N 3 39 31 10 7 13°
State/Local CE students Mean 42.2 34.7 38.2 215 178 16.5
, N 22 83 J6 ° 56 64 37
. . " Math !
LS - - . .
Regular students® "o Mean . — 54.2 59.4 54.9 54.1 53.8
p . . N >0 278 274 275 278 276
‘[ Title1 students . Mean 368 345  "269 214 ‘205 248
\ . N 42 189 210 223 171 172
Other-Federal CE students " Mean 560 393 360 310 . 264 262
s N & V5 42 42 3 7 18
State/Local CE students Megn 353, 41 9" 319 28.3 12.7 14.8
) 3\ 16 44%- 52 46 32 -
. "All studerits n grade 1 had been retained in that grade flonr'Year 1 *
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Table C-4 .

Resudualazed Readlng and Math Galn Scores from Year 1 for. Students l"scontmued from' CE
Due to ngh Achievement, by Grade

Y

A

v o
Group From Whichjﬁegression . : P
Model Was Developed + Gr2 Gr.3 Gr4 . GrS5 Gr.6
. r\ . L3
. .Reading . S
" Number of Students No Longer Qualified 366 587 451 424 438
s FaE . .
CFE students from schqols ., Mean 1096°, ~ 5.72* . 448 6.43* 5.79%
with terminated students SD. 30.82 2804 30.77 31.46° 27.56
CE students from the Mean 5.19°  6.84* 862° 284 610°
general sample SD..- 30.58_ ‘2822 3079 3135 27.5Z
/ O
Regular students from schools Mean -1059* -3.39* ’ -5.49* -2.54 ~401°*
with terminated students SD. 3119 2834 iyw *31.81 27.85
Regular. studem.s“from Mean —~ -8.41° -3 69* : 43* L3991 -152
the general sample SD.  S\.3102 2825 3120 3161  28.16
- y ’ = -« ‘_A _ - ]
. - . . Mith - :
Number of Students No Longer Qualméd ) 162 190 221 191 243
. - . 5
CE students from schools Mean “18.79¢ 297 +0.32 6.32 -1.29
with terminated students sD. ' 3466 3885 3757 4341 38.83
. L - . ~
CE students from the . Mean 16.42° 436 *8.75* 7.23* 0.58
general sample. . S.D. 34.47 38'69 37.10° 4295 32.50 )
» N -
Reéular students from schodls - Mean 5.38 ~12.28* -13.52* ;B.S? -11 '26”6
with terminated students ’ S.D ' 3458 3891  37.54 236l 38.3)
Regular students from the . Mean 130 -11.82* -5.74  -8.56* -~10.60*
general E?mple S.D ;3472 3925 37.94 43.38 38.23
- &
*Sigruficant at or beyor.ld the 05.level ’ ’ \ ’ .
N
5 ) L4 B
v\ 5 - . : .
' AN
¢ L]
1 LS I .
" + ‘
. ¢ )
- ° , {
- g’ R
) [ \
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e -~ Table C-5° '~ . o S ‘
LR » ‘ v . . N 4_, <. Vs
. . ‘ - “a PR )
<o Residualized:Re‘ading and Math Gain Scares from Year 2 for Students Disc?‘ntinued Flm:n R
. Title } Due to High Achievement,y Grade . - s~
] . A oL
Ty < . '« . . . . . : "
Group From Which Regression , » .k . B s . i
i ' Model Was Developed att ~Gr.2. Gr3 - Gr4 Gr5  Gré, .
} ; A “ N < — ¢ N . e ~
M R ;‘ * N . [ N )
g Lar T .. Reading M e
» ' -~ > . . .ot ‘ . . . RS ' }.
&1 Number of Students No Longer Qualified** | L, 401 433 356 30T ¥ 284 )
, 0 : — - == B A : — "
Tule | students from schools 7 Mean « 6 "4 # . 1839%* - 331 ° 12 29°
- { with terminated students ey °SD. 3693 34427 3311 3195 - 3541 S,
Tfe 1 students from ©0 00 Mean v 335 a2 12027 4 adv - 234 4.,
* | the general sample” .« . - "SD. -, -3648  3500° 3350 31.50n 3586 |1
B - S R . Rl . 3
g L . vt e T
. { Year 1 students who Mean -5.80* " -164 -0.1,7°« -7.55* * 096
are no longer qualified . - SD 3335, 3025  2755. -30.91 3511 .
for Tutle 17n Year 2 N 378 .«,3{8 338 286 269 ‘
N e > s
. N . S P K
Regular students from schools : Mean -7198" -596* -1372* -1235" 029 M
with terminated students -. 7 SD - 3676 3431 3291, 3329- . 3560. p 7,
* . N TS * < * el
" Regular students from - Mean -21,35%" e .=1015% 2 15070 -3.72 \
the general sample ' SD. . 36%3 3400 32937 "3232 3568 ‘
e \ e IS s o
L U . 4 - “Math - ' . )
- . M « > M £t LY .
Number of Students No Longer Quakfied** 170 152 263 120-. 1643 ‘
§ . -~ 4 . - - -
. . R 2 Be ' - '
- { Title 1 students from schools . Mean - 860 952 85 357  6.15
with terminated students * ) SO 3820  38%0- "3847 3870 5143 |’
Title | students fgom < : ’ ‘M’ean . -4.27¢ 235  12.12*  8.03* —015+
the general sample - . *S.D. 37.04 3885 . 3827 3848 49.44
: - - S | - i
. BN -, . . » [
Year | stidents, ¥ho B * Mean 27.22% 10.84* 10457 , =302 " 729
are no longer qualified ) s . 39.96 3613 34467773868  42.78. \
for Title 11n vear 2 ', : AN 157 144 248 159 - 157 ’
. R "\ . . ¢ N . X . e ’.
< . ,.“'"" T . N “
Regular students fromr schools . Mean e -1203* 17020 —1432¢ _1673°  -g%2
with terminated students _ -SD . 3704 3896 3816 416  49.43 {
. ) , el = .
, Regular students form - i Mean - +6.22, -17.96* -%4.48* ,-14430% -16.70°.
* |-general sample f)) o ' 3719 3879 3804  3980.. 4944 ’
- - . e M . - - :" ) .A'\/
“eSignificgt at or beyond the 05 level “ . * ‘.
. **The sarfiple sizes dre for the number of students upon whom the regression models were impdsed In the cases of the same st ents, where
Year 2 datd are imposed onto the year 1 model, attrtion has reduced the numbers shightly, so they are reported separately in the mi section
.of each-sub-table 8y the samg lqken. the t-tests for the means of the same students in Year 1 and Year 2 are dependent tests; unlike all thes '
others which are independent <* , e . ' -
< . ) - . h ¥ - -
N v /~\ ’ v -
. " . ’ A
) . . | 4
- s F3 ®.
‘ F . ~ - L & -
x . ' Tat
l . ~ - 75 l ' C
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Table C-6

-

Res"u:lualized Reading and Math Gain Scores From Year 2 for Students Diécongi-nued from
Other-Federal CE Due o High Achievement, by.Grade

Group From Which Regression L. .
Mode! Was Developed**** . Gr2 Gr.3 Gr4 Gr.5 Gr.6
- ) . Reading :
Number ot Students No tonger Qualified** 28 33 9’ 19 28 .
Other-Federal CE students Mean 4.82 -6 80 26-52* 50.52* -0.37
from ;he general sample S.D 4550 3293 - 19.75 58.10 33.00
N
Year 1 students v:ho are no Mean 1422 -289 709 8.46 26.77*
longer qualified for Other- . SD. 42.63 3132 16.00 3157 16.54
Federal CE in Year 2 - . N 26 32 9 19 27
Regular students from schools Mean =~ -1559 -1106 =5.77 318 = 1184*
with terminated students SD - 4299 3135 22.99 3523 28.73
Regular students from . Mean ,-1527 -1060 =220 161 835
the general sample ‘ S.D. 43 69 31,44 2291 3510 28.82
’ . Math '
Number.of Students No Longer Qualified** 26 26 17 1 12
" | , » .
"Other-Federal CE students " Mean 053  26.34*  *** [ “131.20°
from the general sample v S.D. 5989. 35.66 4157
- " i
Year 1 students who are no Mean . -062 23 06* -13.50 res 31.49
longer quahfied fof Other- S.D 48.37 31 64 37.30 36.83
Federal CE n Year 2 . N 24 25 16 1 12
Regular students from Schodls Mean -1792  -0.57 -1 1.89 e 16.60
" with terminated students S.D. 52.63 36.68 25 69 . 50.36 _
Regular students from Mean -1312  -108 -T0.81 ¢ *** 856
the general sample Y S.D. 51.59 3608  25.75 , ;50.56

RIC - ' .'~

*Significant at or beyond the 05 level .

-

**The sample sizes are tor the numbers of students upon whom the regressaon models were imposed In the cases of the same students where

Year 2 data are imposed onto ghe vear 1

I, attrition has reduced the numbers slightly, so they are reported separately in the middle

section of each sub-table By the same token, the l tests for lhe means of the same sludents in Year 1 and Year 2 are dependent tests, unlike

all the others which are independent

*** The group on which the regression model should have been computed or the group upon which it was imposed had three or fewer members
****No model was devetoped for the_group Other-Federal CE Students from schools with terminated stddents’ because by the way the grodps
were selected, ,lhere were no studeénts in this group (see Chapter 1 for exact selection procedures)

. °
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Table C-7.

L

,\\

Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 2 for Students Discontinued From
. State/Local CE Due to High Achievement, by Grade

[

=
Group From Which Regression
Model Was Developed*** ~ Gr2 Gr3 © Grd Gr.5 , Gré
. Reading .
Number of Students No Longer Qualified*? " 168 163 187 . 80 47
1 . - ” 7 -
State/Local CE studepts _Mean 479 4.31 767 . 2168" 2843*
from the general samjple SD 3724 2919 3274 44.33% 4279
P ‘ - Ve re
Year 1 swdents wHo are no Mean 1416 -8.23* -846® -2.81 668
longer qualified for\State/ ~Y 5D . 3334 2904 3023 3237 4743 .
Local CE in Year 2 ‘ N 156~ 153 167 74 45
Regular students from schools Mean ~721* -627% -1217¢ s 46\/ 7 34
with terminated students SD 3703 30.04 3300 41 38 44 22
- \
Regular students from Mean ~721* -650* -862° -6.99 3.68
the general sample - R SD 37.20 29.25 3302 ° 4090 . 44.35
v - . ) Math ¢
Number of Students No Longer Quatified** 43 52 . 46 32 26
State/Local CE students Mean -10.13 2160* +219 350 -1.94
“from the general sample’ SD 4504 3595 3595  49.48 5154
. . 4 :
Year 1 students whao_are o Mean *18.23* 1476* -8.53* '-21.91* -8.33
longer qualified for State/ - S.D. 44.52 9-31 81 32.45° 48.37  45.06
Local CE in Year 2 . . N 69 85 116 73 76
Regular students from schools Mean -16.77* -700 -22.12* -25.52* -8.28 |
with terminated students SD 4224 3553 3737 \53.40 49.96
Regular students from . Mean ~11.29* -855* -23.65* -22.68" -16.49*
the general sample $.D. 4391 3217 3750 52.68 50.05

*Significant at or beyond- the ,05 level.

‘

**The sample sizes are for the numbers of students upon whom the regression models were imposed In the cases of the same students, where
Year 2 data are imposed onto the Year 1 model, attntion has reduced the fumbers shightly, so they are reported separately in the middle section
of each sub-table By the same token, the t-tests for the means of the same Students in Year 1 and Year 2 are dependent tests, unhke all the

others which are independent

***No model was developed for the group Slale/LocaI CE Students from schools with terminated students because, by the way the groups were
selected, there were no students in this group (see Chapter 1 Toc exact selection procédures)




/

. Table C-8

Mean Reading and Math Gain Scores from Spring of Year 2 for Students No Longer

.

© Qualified for Title 1, by Grade in Year 2

-~

.

3 N -
Quartile Groups®* . Gr.2 Gr3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr6
. ¢ < : Reading '
Lowest Quartile . - ‘
' Mean 5212 4531 2809  29.09 4067
SD 3014 3786 3161 35.16 -43.77
N 68 ' 91 54 65 57
- Highest Score 370 415 434 452 469
Second Quartile bt . .
Méan 3332 3921 33,48 16.64 2794
-S.D. 3911 3445 2930 3272 3877
: ° N " 103 99 96 74 71,
. Highest Score 400 437 466 485. 506
. | Third Quartile o . '
. o . Mean | 39.03 3992 “3296 22.19 2947
: S.D 3189 3167 3382 . 2517 2592
e e T N 118 105 103 81~ 74
) . Highest Score * 472 466 500- © 511 540
" Highest Quartile - Cs : ¢
- . Mean 2206 2928 2195  13.06. 24.09
o e : ‘ S.D. 4361 3373 3212 3606 33.06
. . N £ 112 "138 103 81 82
. ~- » Highest Score 490 _ 581 590 687 687
O * ¥
. ¢ ! = Math ¢
Lowest Quartile , °* ‘
- Mean 7182 6403 - 5529 55.12 5047
o S.D. 3812 4560 3486 4281  58.19
. . - N, 34 30 51 41 - 34
_© Highest Score 347 399 . 453 476 513
Sécond Quartile ) ) - -
- , Mean . 4669 5556  42.00  31.49% -+ 33.26
: ' SD 4187 .47.10 4336  35.69  38.09
Lot © LN 36 . 36 69 41 39
Highest Score 378 433 486 516" 564
)’hlrd Quartile ’ ) .
. Mean  , 5495 4640  42.61_ 3553 - 30.84
' . $.D 3836 3468 37.17 2938 59.18
N . . 44 42 51 3 - 43
. HighestScore 404 . 459 506 547 591
Highest Quartile AU X - %
- . Mean 40.93 29.39 3459 14.48 23.56
* 5.D. 3171 3371 3697 42.26  45.23
N 56 44 92 54 48
Highgst Score 492 . 539 615 642 663

~

*Quartile Groups aré based on spnng of Year 1 Vertical-Scale Scores for students who were no longer qualified for Title | in Year 2
& %
'S

o
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Table C-9

Qualified for State/Local CE, by Grade in Year 2

Mean Reading and Math Gain Scores from Spring of Year 2 for Students No Longer

0y

Quartile Groups®* . Gr2 ' Gr3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6
:
¥ e hd
. Reading :
Lowest Qpartile ' .
Mean 7003 . 4918 3898 4365 6000
. * SD. 4392 3893 3864 4574 7035
N 34 - 38 42 20 1
, Highest Score . 366 412 432 452 492
Second Quartile  ~
¢ N Mean 3366 3711 33.33 8.43 . 5167
° ' SD 3461 2654 , 34.86 4234 2583
N 44 . 38 51 21
. Highest Score 396 adb . 463 512 534
Third Quartile - g ,
- Mean 5051 4049 2778 31,11 ' 2614
$SD 3407 2986 2560 3260 2599
N 45 4 48 19 14
. Highest Score | 415 - 474 503 548 561
*Highest Quartile,
- S . Mean 5611 " 2476  27.50 27.25 1792
) $SD 3053 2272 32.38 3671 3255
' N 45 46. .46, 20 13
; Highest Score 490 548 + 631 699 632 "
Math
Lowest Quartle .
Mean 55.20 . 85.15 39.10 6650  61.12
. S.D ° '5560 3838 2243 6431 5748 °
- ¢ N 15 20 31 16 17
. Highest Score ‘iise 375 431 486 532
Second Quartile .
’ S Mean 43.75 . 66.83 4859 2900  32.88
. ., SD . 3719- _38.79  38.08  35.03« 2834
) N 16 24, 29 19 16,°
T . Highest Score <374 420 462 533 583
Third Quartile ¢ ‘
) ¢ Mean 4332 51.42 3364 1595 28.09 °
$.D. 4880 2436  37.88 43.56  44.49
- N . 22 24 28 19 22
. , Highest Score 417 455 496 573 616
Highest Quartile . : :
Mean 4500 40.09 29,12 9.86 5.04
S.D. 3711 2997 4517 5135  62.02
‘ ! - N 20 22 417 23
Highest Score 492 539 557 628 694

~

AN

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3

)

4 - . ’ -
'Quan?e Groups are based on spring of Year 1 Vertical-Scale Scores for students*who were not longer qualified fogli’tle I1n Year 2
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: ' o Table C-10 -
Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 1 for"Students
7 . Promoted to a Grade With No Program, by Grade .
Group From Which Regression ~ . ’ ’
* Model Was Developed < . ' Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr4d Gr5 Gr.6 »
N . tr : _Reading
. Number of Students Promoted** L 31 55 - 167 144 127 |
» - 3
CE students from schools Mean 302 202 -121 -136 -4 28
with terminated students . SD . 3553 19.64 34.78 3359 33.49
| CE students from Mean 217 130 215 428  -4.03
| the genéral sample . . "SD ™~ 34.41 19.62 '\‘35.57 3349 ° 3350
, ;
Regular students from schools Mean -8.68 -289 -866' -6,57* -1324*
with tetnginated students © 5D 3431 2039 3571 3¥87 "J33.69
Regular students from * " . Mean 739 316 -724*  B\§I1* -1044°
the general sample N - SD. 3425 2023 3588 3370 3389
- ) ]
. < ! Math
Number of Studehts Promoted** .\ .. 30 38 53 '+ 88 140
CE students from schools s Meagy s -490 322. 370 450 -1190*
| with terminated students - S.D 36.11 2530 4216  51.78. 4415
< | CE students from - Medn . -234 426 1068 958 4079
the general s‘ample . S.D 3665 25.55 41 60 5191 44.41
. Regular students from schools Mean -1144  -11.87* 961 "-052 -19.23*
with termipated students SD. 37 06 25 26 42,12 5303 44,4 (
Regular students from N Mean -14.10  -1097* -080 -332 -18R85*
the general sample S.D v 3743 2522 4456 5271 44.3
) 8
'Sng\mﬁcanl at or beyond the 05 level . - .
**The sample sizes are for the number of students upon whom the regression models were imposed- ® .
4- ¢ S
. \
I'4 . —
L] ‘ ' .
S S \
A X . -
e -
s 4 --QO




- Residualized Readmg and Math Gain Scores from Year 1 for Students Who Lost CE Because
Their Schools Lost CE Funding, by Grade

L4

.

Table C-11

RN

&

Group From/ Which Regression ©+ \!
" Model Was Developed - Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 GrS Gr.6
. . . - ' M
N . Reading -
Number of Students** 44 81 . 152 87 113 \ ,
CE-students from schools Mean 511 238 492 6.3 449 |}
with terminated students S.D 2652 2946 3177 3300 26.79
™
1 CE students from Mean 044- 184 -1.03 3N 475 ,
the general sample SD 2460 2921 3180 32.27 2673
Regular studenfs from schoof$ Mean -1423*  -293 _1411* 037 458
with terminatédd students ) SD 2395 3080 32 00 3553 28 06 ¢
Regular studens from Mean S1225° -315, -1293° 148  —182
the general samgle SD 2396 305¢ 3207 3500 2874
. ! Math-
Number of Students** . =38 40 131 108 60 '
> - ~ -
CE students from schools " Mean - 229 440 -306 -1.61 10.89 \
with terminated students S.D 28 49 30.25 35.12 43.79 36.41
" | CE students. from ‘ Mean ' 400 -421 -516  3.18 ° 11.73°
the general sample . SD 2797 3010 3492 4592  36.69
. e ,
LY ] .
Regular students from schools Mean -5.45 .-1993* -16.31* _7.19 4.44
with terminated students SD. 2800 3030 3510 48190  36.56
*| Regular students from Mean -8.36 -17.52* -811* -993° 472
the general sample S.D. 28.11 30.60 35.34 48.17°  36.46
*Significant at or beyond the 05 level ¢
**The sarr.\pysazes are for the numbers of stuqems upon whom the regression models were imposed .
[
: L]
- - A} =~ >
- ! "
J ' . +:
. . . >\
7
. . . .
. A'.
. . -
113 . \
i .
81
Q * . ,
ERIC ‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




-

and

Table C-12

.

|3

Ave}age Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 2
for Students Who Lost Title | When Promoted to a Grade With No CE Program
hen ScRool Lost Funding, by Grade

Group From Which Regression‘i 3
Model Was Developed

Gr.2

N

~

-

Number of Students Promoted**

67

Gr.3 Gr4
Reading
72 237

79

- 83

t ;
Title | students'from schools

’
6.30

Regular students from
the general sample 1

Mean
SD

-21 00°
31 66

4.04
3155

-1575*
3125

-1416*
35.49

Mean 923 1062* 12 44" 8.46
with terminatedsstudents SD 3377 32.00 3136 3703 29.55
Title | students from Mean 465 . 2261* 533 705 -0.50
the general sample SD 3215 3257 31.66 36 21 30.86
Year 1 students who were Mean —4357* j13 84* -375 =203 -9.60*
promoted 1n Year 2 to a SD 3293 2914 30 42 3411 25.31
grade with no Cf program N 65 68 233 76 78

) 76 ' )

Regular students from schools Mean -2255* 676 -1928* —-1190* -5.61
with terminated students SD- 3149 3182 3124 3611 28 49

-9.24*
28 50

Number of Students Promoted**

97

74

Math
67

64

66

35.69

Tille | students from schools &  Mean 4.61 406 358 1342 -17.61
with terminated students . SO 4459 3592  40.17  43.77  50.46
Title | students from Mean -15.73* -2.85 788 ( —945 _1811*
the general sample SD. 46.23 35 83 40.00 43.00 51.06
Year 1 students who were Mean S1817% -11.08 474 -1439% 433
promoted in Year 2 to a S.D. 4335 3522 37.84 38.73 50.15
grade with no CE program N 93 69 65 64 * 63
Regular students from schools Mean ~2233* -22.82* —1495* -32.81* -26.69"
with terminated students SD. 45.77 36 02 < 4026 45.64 51.00
Regular stl!denls from’ Mean * ~1947* -22.67* -1633* -3055* -34 65*
the general sample + S.D . A7.0 3998 45.26 51.06

* *Significant at or beyond the 05 level

other which are independent

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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-

**The sample sizes are for the number of students upon whom the regression models were imposed In the cases of the same students.
‘s Yegr 2 data are imposed onto the Year 1 model, attrition S\as reduced the numbers shightly, so they are reported separately in the middle section
of eachSub-table By the same token, the t-test for the means of the same students in Year 1 and Year 2 are dependent tests, unhke all the

e

where

.




kesidualize& Reading and M

A\

-~ Other-Federal CE When Promoted to

Table C-13

ath Gain $cores

3

ores from Year 2 for Students Who Lost
a Grade With No CE Program, by Grade

Group From Which Regression \
Model Was Developed****

Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5

.

Gr.6

I 2

«

Numsber of Stadents Promoted** |

.

-
Reading
To38

»

2 32

Other-Federal CE ‘students
from the general sample

%

[t
12.71
46 83

;-2.30
12.28

2502
46.21

9qu

Yeaf 1 students who were
promoted in‘Year 2 to a
grade with no~CE program

~1425
4124
30

515
2938
37

27.00
38.18
o

3

Regular students from schools
wut‘;‘n terminated students
\]

Refular students from

-1128
4278

-1379
41.42

1087*
1.46

552
506

-10.22
36 04

-670
36 07,

lhz general sample

+

<
38

A

Math
N
83

.

31

Other-Federal CE studelants
fro‘{n the general sample

—

t P V.
Number of Students Promoted“/

-8.14
54.54

41.27*
57.34

L

Yenr 1 students who were '
pregmoted In Year 2 to a
grgde with no CE program

121
41.67
36

- 844 -
43 47
72

10.66
50.18
31

R
w

%ular students from schools

th terminated students
J

Régular students from
the general sample
i

.

=25.73* —-18.34*

48.43 | 52.71
26 52* —16.10
48.26 ~"52.30

[4
’

-

18.16
49.06

10.02
49 11

*Significant at or beyond the 05 level,
**The sample sizes are for the numbers of students u
; Year 2 dala are imposed onlo the Year 1 mode,
i section of each sub-table B
f all the others which are independent -
" ***The group upon which the regression model should
*2"*No model was developed for the group

8

PO A i Text Provided by ERIC

¥ the same token, the t-tests for the means of the same students n

pon whom the regression ;nodels were imposed In the ¢ of the . tudents, where
attrition has reduced the numbers shightly, so they are rwm the middle

have been computed or the

>

Year 1 and Yé€ar 2 are dependent tests, unhke
\ -

group upon which it was im, had 3hrée or fewer members
"Other-Federal CE-Students from schools with terminated students

h ause, by the way the groups
§ were sélected there were no students in this group (see Chapter 1 for exact selection procedures) .
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Residuélizeq Reading and Math ’Ga'i{ Scores from Year 2 for Students Who' Lost State/Local

C

. Table C-14

»

-

.CE When Promoted to a Grade With No CE Program, by Grade

.

”~

—~——

+

-

-t

Group From Which Regressjon

.

>

Model Was Developed*** Gr.2 Gr3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6
- i ) . -
. _ ° . Reac{lng
Number of Students Promoted** oo 21 55 . 66 21 <1
&
State/Local CE students from ' Mean -2.98 5.81 13 26* 20.40* 37.99*
the general sampf{ S.D 3430 | 3390 38,55  34.10 2987
.| Year 1 students who were - Mean -632 _-924 565 -530 -9.59
premoted in Year 2 to a S.D. . .. 22,62 33.38 42.44% 3265 51.09 .,
Y -2 _ygrade with no CE progra : ~\N 21 52 62 20 - 7
. '\ ~ - d
. | Regular students from schools Meidn -1461 -327 -6.87 224 1282
¢ | with terminated students SD 3425 3394 ~ 3875 39 64 33.05 |
, Regular students from Mean . -1493 -479 . -333 081 888
the general sakplq SD 3427 3386 3876 38.19 _ 3337 |
‘ v + hd ! _ O
. . ' Math _ (
Number of Students Promojed** 47 ;65 . 53 \ 8 7,
> R — - - -
' State/Local CE students from | Mean 943 520 | 6.49 2212 1355
. the general sample S y 3490 3488 ) 37.42  27.63 4083
. [ - -
Year 1 Nudents who were . - Mean 23.56* =209 ' 2101* =2111  24.00
promoted I1n Year 2 to a | S.0 2975 25.11 = 35.60. 33.94 50.08
grade with no CE program .+ N 46 ¢« 63 49 3 , 6
ri ’{ ¥ Y A ~
. Regular students from sch®ols Mean* 305 -18.66* -5.05 '-9.92 440
with terminated students SD. ‘3252  30.38 3845 2993 4520
ﬂ(egutal: students from | Mean 845 -1895%° -468 -6.59 364
.~ 7 the general sample . S.D. 3279 2966 - 39.02 2940 4492~

’
*Significant at or beyond the 05 level

.

Year 2 data axe imposed onto the Year 1 model, attrition has reduced the numbers shghtly. so they are reported separately in the mnddle section

 of each sy
* others which
***No was

e independent .
veloped for the group ‘Stal

5

selected, Mere were no students in this growp (see Chapter l for exact selection procedures)

Q -

E

RIC -
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le By thersame token. the t-tests for the means of the same students in Year 1 and Year 2 are 3ependenl tests. unlike all the

e/Local CE Students from schools with terminatéd students because.\by the way the groups werg



Table C-15-

‘:% " .
. ) ‘ ( . .
Residunlized Math G(in' Scores from Year 2 for Students Who Lost Title | CE When Sc}oqj/
‘Los¥ Funding, by Grade (No School Lost Title | Reading) g
< 3 , ﬁ—t; < >
Group From Which Regression & -~ o
Model \\Nas Developed . ) Gr.2 Gr3 . Gr4 Gry

-/

v

R ) Math‘o' : 2.

. » . .
Number of Students** . 56 88 58 * 46 .66
L] N - N .

-~

.~

:

= e T ‘T
Tule | students from schools "Mean L1281 2662* 5.6l 9.90 957.
‘with Rrminated students S.D.w 3047 37.62  47.69 - 39.45, 4450

/ . V-
Title | students from Meah 220" 1937 -1.69° 15.35* - 478
the general sample . S.D 30,02 " 3773 4717 v3921 3858

>

= 3

’ - . . .
Year 1 students who in Year 2 Mean ,\2%06‘? 2201* -21.69% -0.80 0 64
were in a.school that + SD. 30.17 > 360k- 3705 3395 4101 ®
lost CE funding N+ 52 84 , 3P4, 6k

[ * . - 3 . v . s -
Regular students from schools © .Mean -5.91 0.07" -2638* —12.14 -3.72
with terminated students . S.0 2997 3753 © 46.07 41.84 ‘3861

Regufar-étudents from . Mean 080 -1.11 -27.16* * 9.40 11974

the general sample S.D T 3016 3798 4615 - 40.65. 3858 -

2

- / N

2

*Significant at or beyond the 05 level - *
**The sample sizes are for the numbers afvstudents upon whom the regibssion models wer@ imposed in the cases of the san® stidenjs, where
"Year 2 dala are impased onto the Year 1 model, attftion has reduced.the numbers shghtly, so they are reported separately in the riud 100
of the table By the same token, the t-test for the means of the same students in Year 1 arid Year‘ Z are dependent tests, unlik? all the others
I San

ich are independent Y RS .

ERI
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. e TableC16 \

Résnduahzed Readmg and Math Gam Scores from Year 2 for Students Who Lost
Other-Federa‘l CE When Schoo! Lost Funding, by Grade

] . . :
: 4 Group From Which Regression . N !
‘ Model Was Developed®*** - Gr2  Gr3 Gr4 - Gr.5 Gr.6
v/ R . .
e | . B . ’ ‘ Reading
Number of Students** " 90 88 39~ 27 22
. «
"] Other-Federal CE students . Mean 559 140 -879 4300 29.70
from the -general sample 4 S.D 35.15  26.26 46.41 47.10 60.01
: . : , '~
Year 1 st.udents.who N ey Mean -3.82 -1594* -~ 3.81 -2.15 4.07
Year:2 were in a school™® + © S.D. ©33.02 26.02 27.31  “27.62 25.19
that lost CE funding N 86 . 84 36 25 18
4 - / '/ . .
Reguﬂar’students from schools , ". Mean -14.20* '~ -785* -1579* -8.84 ™e4
with terminated students SD 3175 2710 3443 3368 3290
Regular students from Mean -1408* -572 212:27*4-1003  -346
the gene;‘al sample : .- so’ 3257 26.12 34 44 3163 32.83
[3 / . N 4
, ) . : © \ . " Math .
‘ Number,of Students** . ' 7 18 0 20 _ 26
T v v
™ | Other-Federal CE sudents, © ' Mean , 2424 1854  *** 2341  32.90°
from’ the general sample . S.D 40.10  36.19 _ . 27.80 6180 )
. //- ' :
‘Year? students who in Mean 2679 0.58 -2474 12,79 -3.45
Year 2 were in a school f S.D 36.31 2211 3485 2436 4293
. that lost CE funding - N é 16 15 19 24, N
.;L L] 'y
Regular students from schools - Mean =345 -8.46 -34.30* -9.85 3.56
-with terminated students . SD. (3384 '3800 4105 3754 4702
Regularstudents from - "Mean -0.72  -8.92 -32.24* 6.47 1188
the general sample ! S.D. ° %3283 3693 4034 36.83. 4691
- . ‘ ¢

——
2

*Sigmificant at or beyond the 05 level
. **The sample sizes are for the numbers of students upon whom the regression models are rmposed In the cases of the same students, where
~ Year 2 data are rmposed onto tHe, Year 1 model, attrition has reduced the numbers slightly, so they- ar€ reported separately 1n the middle
= - section of each sub-table By the same token, the ttests for the means of the same sludenls in Year1a )d Year 2 are dependent tests, unlike

N all the others which 2rehndependent
%+*The group on which the regression model should have been computed or the group upon which it was amposed had three or (ewer cases
****No model was developed for the group Other-Federal CE Students from schools with terminated students’ because, by lh(way lhe groups

. were selected, lhere were no students in this group (see Chapter 1 for.exact selection procedures)
£ .-
»
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s
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. " Table.C-17
’

Residualized Reading and Math Gainr Scores from Year 2 for Students Who Lost State/Local
CE When TheiLrSchool. Lost Funding, by Grade

’ Group From Which Regressioh ,8 -
Model Was Developed **+ Gr.2 Gr Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6
7/
. ! Reading
Number of Students** : 180 215 ]177 150 ~ 78
State/Local CE students from . Mean -039  -130 1427* 1146 1596*
the general sample \ - SDs 41.10 30.62 . 4210 3308 34.25
’ Year 1 students who ih * Mean * -1057* -598* 16.41*  —153% 921
Year 2 were in a school SD. 3405 27 54 3199 34.87 29 47
that lost CE funding ) N 163 203 168 143 . 75
Regular students from schools * . Mean ~-1301* -1133* =553 _7€3* <169
: wiih terminated {udents sD 3969 3149 4206 3284 3609 .
" | Regular students fdom - Mean ( -1248*'-1203* -197 -1052* -512
the general sample S.D © 4002 3067 42.07 - ,31 86 36.24
» . b , . -
. Math
Numbiqf Students** ' . 149 76 114 126 60
: . P . N
"+ | State/Locak CE students from - Mean 055 219 . 879 1518 877
“the general’sample S.D. . 4462 4114 . 4044 3669 4971 |
< * - - B . :
Year 1 students who in , . . Mean < 6.93 -12.03 22.16* =171 16.82% |
Year 2 were-m a school S.D. 41.74 35.06 42,80 .35.24 36.24 |, #
that lost CE funding ; N~ 137 74 IQ . 118 58 9
| & - - .
Regular students from schéols , Mean »4.99 -2226% -8.57 ~10.45* —1.18
with terminated students SD 143.40 3873 3939 3822 4777
Regular students from « Mean 0.17  -22.71* -952*w -8.16 =937 { .
the general sample : S.Dl. . 43.25 38.69 39.65 37.86 47 88 '
’ - ,
“Significant at of beyond the 01 level ' : - ) . »
“*The sample sizes are for the numbers of students upon whom the regression models are imposed In the cases'of the same students, where,
Year 2 data are imposed onto the Year 1 model, attrition has reduced the numbers shghtly, so they are reported separately in the middle
section of each sub-table By the same token, the L,tests for the means of the same students in Year 1 and Year 2 are dependent tests, unlike
all the others which are independent \“ . .
“**No model was developed for the group ‘State/Local CE students from schools with terminated students’ because, by the way the groups were
selected, there were no students in this grolip (see Chapter 1 for exact selection procedures)
“atf .
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’ Table D-1

Significant Predictors of Year 1 Reading Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Terminated from CE Programs

4

T

Service Items as Predictors T . Service Composites as Predictors
Grade® Significant Variance Grade* Significant . Variance
(N) ~ Predictors Accounted For** (N) Predictors Accounted For**
Students No Longer Qualified‘rfor CE '
2 Hours with a reading tutor - .014 .
(351 Amount of individualized instruction .0t4 ‘
Teacher experience and training .016 - . .
Special teacher, 7 or more students 011 , \ ‘
T3 Non-programmed independent study .016
(551) Programmed independent study .009 None .
Hours with réading tutor T .007
4 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students 017 . . .
(445) \ Paid aide, 1 to 10 students .017 <
, 3 > 1N
6  ‘Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students kd _on -
(412) )
Students Promoted to a Grade With No CE Program /
T2 Hours with a reading tutor o129 C2 Cost of services offered .200
31 - - . (31) T
3 Summer intellectual expenence “210° 3 Summer intellectual experience 210
(48} Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students - ~.o8p (48)
4 Paid aide, 1 fo 10 students .038 ! 1 “
(147) Regular teacher,”7 to 13 students .027 . e \
s Teacher expeneice and training 036
(135) ' .
6 Regular tedcher, 14 to 20 students 065

{117)

12

-~ . .

.
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Table D-1 (Continued)

2
4n

¥
(72)

5 A
(85)

6 )

(105)

School tost Funding for CE Program

Individuahzation of instructionr .

Hours with a reading tutor

» .
Teacher experience and training

Non-programmed independent study

Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students

187 S22
(41)
071 - o 3
(72)
125 '
051 h
.038

/ S

Cost of resources offered

.

Summer intellectual expernence

112

066

*When grade 1s not listed, there were no service vanables that entered the regresss
¢ *Proportion of vanance reduction in res‘ndualnzea gain score (1e, with pretest taken

.

s

o:zéauon at or beyond the 05 level
1) as"each ne:v vanable 1s entered 1n a stepwise regression,

Table D-2

a

Significant Predictors of Year 1 Math Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Terminated from CE Programs

Service Items as Predictors

o

Service Composites as Predictors

¢

Grade* Significant . Varianc Grade* / Significant Variance
(N} Predictors ° Accounted ?N“ (N) . Predictors § Accounted For**
. . Students No Longer Qualified for CE .
2 Programmed independent study .036 2 Total instruction time offered .030
» (147) Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .030 (147) ‘
3 Special teacher, 7 or more students .025
(175) : - ’
4 Spt;cial teaches, 1.to 6 students . .038
(216) Regular teacher, 14 to 20, students - .022
Programmed ‘independent study Y020
Non-programmed independént study ‘ .018
Special teacher, 7 or more students -~ *.028 )
' <5 Regular teacher, 7 10 13 students ’ 052 ’ hd
(186) Tgaéher experience and training ..027 )
6 Houys with a math tutor 044 121
(225) .
N .




) A\ , . Table D-2 (Continued)
. . Students Promoted to a Grade with No CE Program |
éﬁ Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students 145 - . ’ . |
30 Individualization of instruction : 190 L N - /
) 3 Regulag teacher, 14 to 20 studlents . 1o, ) |
. (35) - :
- 4 - Teacher experience and training 181 i ) ’
(45) Summer math experience 119 . ' -
5 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students . 153 - \
[ 6 - .
) 6 Su.mmer math experience * .031 6 Summer math experience .031
(132) Teacher experience and training 031, (132) A
. i
] School Lost Funding for CE Program Rie
\. 2 Hours with a math tutor . 126 :
B NGY)! Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students .184 .
= Summer math experience - 086 ‘ o .
‘ Individualization of instruction . . 116 . ) ’ .
’ egular teacher, 1 to 6 students . .070 ‘ .
L Non:programmed independent study .064 - . - v
3 Summer intellectual experience 129 ' 3 Summer intellectual experience 129 .
(39) < : (39)
) 4 Teacher experience and training .054 .4 Cost of resources offered , 140
> (120) Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .033 (120) ’
< i 5 Teacher experience and training .062 ‘
(108) Special teacher, 1 to 6 students .059 . {
- 6 Programmed independent study 132
. (54) .
) ' . [ »

*When grade is not histed, there were no service vanables that entered the regression equatign at or beyond the .05 level
**Proportion of variance reduction in residualized gamn score (i.e., with pretest taken out) as each new vanable is entered in a stepwise regresiion
-~ . v 3
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- Tablé D-3 .
, _ - o .
Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Terminated
U, from Reading CE"Programs Because They Were No Longer Qualified
Service Items as Predictors , Service Composites as Predictors .
Grade* - Significant ' Variance Grade* Significant Variance
(N) . + Predictors . . '+ Accounted For** , (N) Predictors Accounted For**
g . ’ <
! Studefits No Longer Qualified for Title | *
~ 2 Non-programmed independent study - 016 -
(305) Indwvidualization of instruction ' .013 .
e Régular teacher, 21 or more students . . .015
. N\
<3 Speaial teacher, 7. or more students . .023
*(355) Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students_ on
Teacher experience and training . 016
4 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students v - 022 4 *Cost of resources offerd 018
O (308) Special teacher, 7 or more students .013 (308) —
N . X . .
' 5 Summer intellectual experience M .056 5 Summer intellectual experience .056
J (247) Teacher expenience and training  *  * .031 (2477
Special teacher, 7 or more students * .028 :
Individualization of instruction , .015
‘6 Teacher experience and training .048 = & Cost of resources offeréd . .022
(193) Pad aide, 1 to 10 students . .019 (193) ) N :
Students No Longer Qualified for Other-Federal CE
2 *  Individualization of instruction .203 - . . ) -
/ N 22) ' Hours with a reading tutor - . 297 . . . :
3 Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students 153 o ’ ‘
(31)  Summer reading experience 151 A
5 Non-programmed inc'lgpendent study .345 5 Cost of resources offered - .408
o 17) , 17) ,
- ' ~ “ -
1 2 (' 6 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students .184 , .
(25) , . ,
= : : ' . 125
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Table D-3 (Continued) v , . )
. . ‘ l/ - - —
: . Students No Longer Qualified for State/Logal CE /
° Ve
3 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students ' . 062 /
(115) ,  Paid aide, 1 to 10 studepts . o -.040 . ,
. & [f ) /
4 Individualization of instruction / .054 . e
(161)  Non-programmed independent study - 7029 . . - -
8 5 Special jeacher, 1 to 6 st‘uder.ns .89 . 5 " Sumrtler intellectual, € .OK
- (70)  Summer intellectual experience . .~ . 0% - (70) ‘ ) ‘
- : . ' . )
6 Hours with a reading tutor . .425- 6.~ Cost of resources offered .356
(34) Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students . . 17 (34) .
. Special teagher, 7 or more students .067 — ) . . e
" *When grade 1s not listed, there were no service variables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the 05 level, »
**Proportion of vanance reduction in residualized gain score (1 e.. with pretest 9ken out) as each new vanable 15 entered in P stepwig regression.
’ ) ‘ LI M ’ {' ) * ‘_ﬁ, ’ . “ . *
- SN . ‘ . v ) LT / \
. . : L
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. Table D-4+ . ’ “
, Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Terminated )
« . i from Math CE Programs Because They Were No Longer Qualified P
g - Service Items as Predictors Service Composites {s Predictors
Grade* Significant Variance Grade* Significant " Variance
(N) - Predictors Accounted For** (N) , Predictors Accounted For**
n R Students No Longer Qualified for Title | -
2 Hous; with a math tutor 117 , 2 Cost of resources offered
a3n Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students .049 (131
3 Teacher expenience and training 067 )
(120) .
5 Paid aide, 1\o 10, students ." .031
(132) Regular teaches, 21 or more students . .038°
6 Hours with a rhath tutor a .284 6 Cost of resources offered
(104) Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .048 (104)
Paid aide, 1 to 10 students .083 R
oy Students No Longer Qualified forOther-Federal CE
. 2 Special teacher, 1 to 6 students 403 L2 Cost of resources offered 254
- (19) . ©19) . < .
. v 0. ° - -
6 Regular teacher, 1 to % students N 659 . . . 6 Cost of resources offered © 782
(1) » - (1) :
o ~
. ) Students No Longer Qualified for State/Local CE .
4 Special teacher, 1 to 6 students .045 4 Summer intellectual experience .043
- (114 Non-programfned independent study 047 o (114) ’
5 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .059 5 Total instruction time offered 127
(70} Teacher experience and training - .065 (70)* . .

‘i *When grade 1s not listed, there were no service Caniables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the 05 level
13 l **Proportion of vanance reductién in residualized gain score (1 e, with pretest taken out) as each new vanable 1s entered 1n a stepwise regression
Y ¢ & . .
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J LI 5 Teble D-5 _
Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Terminated~ ~ |
~ from Reading CE Programs Because They Were Promoted to a Grade with No CE Program * ;
Servicé items as Predictors ) Service Composites as Predictors J
. Grade* Significant Variance Grade®* - Significant Variance
(N) v Predictors Accoﬁnted For** (N) .+ Predictors Accounted For**
. ~ ' * — . -
/ ’ Students Promoted Out of Title | . ‘ i
“F 4 Individualization of instruction .034 . .
. 221) . - - + None
i 8 Teacher expenience and training 128 . - . g
(39) Special teacher, 1 to 6 students 125, ’
Hours with reatfingNutor . .o88
. .
‘o ~ Students Promoted Out of Other-Federal GE '
« o 4 Regular teacher, 1 6’6 students . .254 4 " Cost of resaurces offered 318
(27) - Special teacher, 7 or more students 723 . @7)
5 Hours with a reading tutor .538 .
(12) ’ . ) R
f , ‘ B
A /
Students‘\Promoted Out of State/Local CE
2 ' Programmed independent study . .598
12)
3 Special teacher, 7 or more students Y . .095 .
~ (46) Regular teacher,L-l to 6 students » ’ .088 ‘
‘ 5 Paid ade, 1 to 10 students ’ 567 None s : .
(19) Non-programmed independent study .146 -~ .
6 Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students \ .433 )
(14) : . . N
. ’ N N -y 4 .
*When grade ¢ not Isted, there were no service vanables that entered the regression equation at o beyond the .05 level.
o **Proportion of variance reduction 1n residualized gain score (i e, with pretest taken out) as each new vanable is entered in a stepwise regression.
| . - - - . 134
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Table D-6 =
. Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Terminated
. - from Math CE Programs Becadse They Were Promoted to a Grade With No CE Program
v ) .
. Service items as Predictors , @ ‘ I Sérvice Composites as Predictors -
Grade®* . Significant . . Vaviance Grade* Significant _ . Variance
{N) . Predictors . Accounted For** . (N) Predictors Accounted For**
.Students Promoted Out of.Title | N . .
. v
2 " Paid aide, 1 to 10 students - . . 072 oo
64) . . . o s ,
4 Regular-teacher, 7 to 13 students : 168
(61) Programmed independent study 124 y -
5. Regular teacher,’ to 6 students - 155 ‘ None" ' ’ P . B .
(48) . . ) . .
A':‘ - f ‘ . .t &
6 -. . Individualization of instruction . 243
(47) Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students 074 . ’
[ - s - . :
.’ X Students Promoted Out of Other-Federal CE ’ _—
4 Nph-programmed independent study ,, 174 f . . . -t
(72}~ Special teacher, 7 or more students . 094 g None
Mo N —
"-;:‘_ [ W ’
-~ . ¥ Student Promoted Out of State/Local CE
[ - v R . - é’ -
© 4 Paid aide, 1 to 10 students .083 , .
" (48) . .
» , ; 5 .Total instruction time offered .643 .
R , ) : : T8 \ - -
2

*When grade 15 not hsted, there were no service vaifables that enfered the regression equation at or beyond the .05 level. .
**Proportion of vanance reduction in residuahzed gan score (1.e., with pretest taken out) asseach new variable‘is entered in a stepwise regression,
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. . - Table D-7 . -

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth for Two Kinds of Students Terminated
: from Reading CE Programs Because Their Schools Lost Funding for CE Programs

3 5

. Service Items as Predictors ' i : * Service Composites as Predictors
Grade* Significant .+ . Variance Grade* Significant Variance )
N) - Predictors ‘ +  ‘Accounted For** (N) Predictors Accounted For**’
. 3
. Students in Schools That Lost Other-Federal CE Funding
2 -Regular teacher, 21 ormore students- 131 i o -
(88) Regular teacher, 1 taq 6 students .044 '
. Summer reading experience .044
Summer intellectual experience ) 107 A
Non-programmed independent study .038 ‘ ’
Special teacher, 1 to 6 students .038 -
3 Teacher experience and training 225 . 3 Cost of resources offered .055
(84)  Special teacher, 1 to 6 students - 068 (84) Total instruction time offered .068
- . ® Summer reading experience 0.46
4 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students  -. ¢ . 210 .
(33) ' \ ‘ -
Students in Schools That Lost State/Local CE Funding ) ‘
2 Individualization of instruction , 273 ’ 2 " Total instruction time offered .088
(137) Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students v .066 (137) Summer intellectual experience .026
Hours with a reading tutor .020 . ‘ ’ -
3 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .038 ° ‘
(146) . s © 4 Cost of resources offered + .03
) . (123)
"5 Teacher experience and training 045 )
“8) . . .
6 Regular teacher, 21 or more students _ 150 . . .
(34) . v oA >

*When grade 15 not listed, there were no service vanables that entered the regxes?.on equation at or beyond the 05 level,

**Proportion of vanance reduction 1n residualized gain score (i.e., with pretest taken out) as each new variable 1s entered in

=) 37

a stepwise regression
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Table D-8 3 *,
v Slgnlflcant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Terminated .
from Math CE Programs Because Their Schools Lost Funding for CE Programs .
-
" Service ltems as Predictors Service Composites as Prediltors
Grade* Significant . Variance Grade* Significant Y Variance
(N) Predictors Accounted For** (N) Predictors Accounted For**
"’ Students in Schools That Lost Title | Funding ‘ "
2 Total instruction tiiné offered 176
~ . (30) Cost of resources offered .160
4 Individualization of instruction .320 4~ Cost of resources affered .085
(57) Hours with a math tutor .054 (57) .
5 Regular teacher, 21 or more students .104 5 Cost off&sources offeM . 102
{40 toe 40) Summer intellectual experience " 092
6  Hours with a math tutor « 073, '
(60) . S J .
! Students in Schools That Lost Other-Federal CE Funding
4 Programmed independent study 345 None
(14) Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students 317 .
. : : . t
. . Students in Schools That Lost State/Local CE Funding
2 Paid aide, 1 to 10 students . 125 2 Summer math experience 077
(125) Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students 075 ‘ {125) « “Total instruction time offered .058
4 Non-programmed independent study 064 ‘4 Cost of resources offered .083
(99) Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students .038 (99)
5 Programmed independent study .091 . -
(1) Non-programmed independent study .041 )
v 6 Summer math experience . .194 6 Summer math experience B .194
(44) Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students 155 (44) ¢

*When grade 15, not listed, there were no service variables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the .05 level. -
**proportion of vanance reduction i residualized gain score (1 e., with pretest taken out) as each new variable 1s entered in a stepwise regression.
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Table D-9 +

& ' .
Significant Predictors of Year 2 !leading Achievement Growth for Stiidents Terminated from Title | Reading CE in Year 2 Because
! ) They Were No Longer Qualified, by Grade and Year 1 Spring Quartiles
-~ Service ltems as Predictors Service Composites as Predictors
Grade* Significant Variance Grade* Significant Variance
< (N) Predictors Accounted For** (N) Predictors ( Accounted For**
Lowest Quartile ) P
o 2 Regular teacher, 21 or more students 1086
O (48)  Individualization of intruction .098 .
3 Non-programmed independent study .}'06 !
(47) 2 . e
5 Special teacher, 7 or more students V115
(57) ; \“ '. B
. J ) 6,5 " Summer intellectual experience 035
i (41 Summer reading experience. ’?.107
. . \ © Second Quartile ve L.
2 Individualization of instruction A a P
‘ (83)  Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students ..084 < Cog e - <4
3 Special teacher, 7 or more students ,-073 . L e , ) N
(82) L - - o . 7
5 Hdurs with a reading tutor 233 * 5 gym.mer reading experience - -~ 166 ¥,
(58) Teacher experience and training_.. .089 i (58) i
Summer intellectual experience .060 . R ' . N
R S . . ‘
X . s S
- * - T . .( - , . - . BRERE 1 4 2
Q 1 4 1 . AN . ‘@
ERIC . -y N
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fabl,e D-9 (Con}inued)
Third Quartile

.2 Summerreading expenence .083 2 _ Summer reading e}pénzience .083
[ (92) , s - (92) ,
177 3 Teacher-experience and training . .
®.(90)  Hours with a reading tutor -
Special teacher, 7 or more students “ . \
4 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students ’
(93) ¢ -
5 Hours with a reading tutor * - A‘
(66) N
I 1Y .
6 Regular teacher, | t&' 6 students 165 | 6 Summer intellectual experience 122
(49) (49) Cost of resources offered .072

€9) . . -

Highest Quartile

\J

Summer inte{ectual experien

2 Programmed independent study 079 ' 2
P (82)  Summer intellectual experience 049 (82) . : .
3 Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students .050
(12) - .
4 Individualization of instruction .087 4 Cost of resources offered
92} Special teacher, 7 or more students 066 (92)
"5 . Indivkﬂalization of instruction .098 2
(66) Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students .082 - _
P.aid aige, 1 to 10 students . .052 N - >
’
6 Hours with a reading tutor 316 5
’ T ey

*When grade 1s not Iisted, thére were no service vanables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the .05 level.

**Proportion of variance reduction in residualized gain score (i e., with pretest taken out) as each new variable is entered in a stepwise regression

~
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' \ Table D-10 S

. . .
Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievemerit Growth.for Students Terminated from State/Local Reading CE
i Progra?yin Year 2 Because They Were No Longer Qualified, by Grade and Year 1 Spring Quatrtiles

Service items as Predictors Service Composites as Predictors
Grade* Significant ) Variance - Grade* Significant . Variance
(N) Predictars Accounted For** (N) Predictors - Accounted For**
.« : Lowest Quartile . ‘
" . 2 Cost of resources offered ..128
d | (20) S -
3 Regular teacher, 21 or more students ) 244 . " x
2n - , ) )
6 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students - 920 ¢ . 6 Cost of resources offereq " 638
(10) _— (10
' - /\Second Quartile . . /
\
"3 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students 30 3 tpst of resources ‘offered 340 \
(25" ’ . ; ‘ ' (25)
4 Special teacher, 7 or more students : 143 -
(46) ! :
» . . . . . .
5 Special teacher, 1 to 6 students .659 o 5 Cost of resources offered 31 .
(16) Regular teacher, 21 or more students 113 (16) ' -\ . .
: ‘ #  Third Quartile .
1. 2 Individualization of instruction 184 ) 2 Cost of ‘fgsources offered “ 119
Y (37)  Teacher experience and training 124 (37) ' .
4  Regular te}cher, 14 1020 students .201 . R ’ -
(42) ’ . "
6 Regular téacher, 14 to 20 students 690
(9 . )
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col

\ . .
— Tablé D-10 (Continued) .
€ . . .
X Highest Quartile
2 Special teacher, 1 to 6 students 137
(38 Summec intellectual experience 7099
3 Summer intellectual experience T 83 - 3 Summer intellectual experience .183
(38)  Teacher experience and training - 124 (38) Total instruction time offered 120
.4 . Individualization of instruction .104 - )
(41)
6 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students * +..809
(10 .
*When grade is.not listed, there were no service variables that entered the regressbn equation at or beyond the .05 level . . e
**Proportion of vanance reduction in residualized gain score (1. €. wuth pretesl taken out) as each new variable is entered in a stepwise regression. .

.
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Table D-11

LY

I 4

-

\ *
\ *
Y

Sugnufucant Predictors of Year 2:Math Achievement Growth for Students Termuna.ted from Title | Math CE in Year 2
. Because They Were No Longer Qualuf’ ed, by Grade and Year 1 Spung Quartiles

)

) Service items as Preductors

/V\

Semce Composites as Predictors

Grade* ol Significant Variance ¢ , Grade* . Significant -Variance
N . : Predictors - Accounted Fos** (N) ~"~ . Predictors Accounted For**
- \
‘ ¥
Lowest Quartile 5
2 Total instruction time offered 126
. (38) - o ‘
3 Teacher experience and training 276 = ! :
(35)  Special teacher, 7 or more students © 094 ' Y |
- 4 Regular teacher, 21 or more students 216 . . o :
(21) ™ 1 4 8’
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CoL . "~ Table D-11 (Continued) - . .

R - . -
‘ \ \ ) Second Quartile ’ < . .
. / : .
2 Hours with a math tutor” 215 2 s Total instruction time offered _  .256
(34) Regular teacher, 7 to 13 §tudents .199 ~ (34) ’ i
Suminer intellectual expétience - .077 ,
o F Summer math ‘experience 132 e :
‘ . Teacher exptrience and training |, A1 . ' ¢
s | © . Paid aide, 1 to 10 stdents - .040 s
~— . 3 Special teacher, 7 ot more students 174 —~ - T ) ’
: (28) - ' ) . ) .
4 Programmed mdependent study .081 T .
(49) Summer mdth experiente © . : .089
6 Non-programmed’ mdependeril’iudy .680 . e Summer math experience .435
! (10)  Regular teacher, 7to 13 students & 178 . (10)
) ca ~ \ Third Quartile - . . o -
.2 .Paid aide, 1t0"10 students * - * 407 - 2 Cost of resources offered .309
(37) . ‘ (37 )
= 4 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students - 068 - . ‘
v (69).  Regular teachér, 21 or moreé students . : 100 .
e Y .
6 Paid tutor, 1 to 10 students . 342 ) 6 . Total instruction time offered .347 .o
(18) ’ v : : (§10)] Summer math experience =236
, . . : * Highest Quartile
. . ) v
N Non-programmed independent study v 397 . -
s (22) Special téacher, 7 or more students . 195 : T
S Regular teacher,\? to 13 students 153 ,
3 Programmed mdependent study . .185 . ' .
2R ' » ’ ' " e . X
‘o . " 4 y  Total instruction time offered .067 v
. Ly = .85 . -
%  'Hours with a math-tutor 334 6 ¢ Cost of resources offered ~ - .148
(68) Regular teacher: 110 6 students - .091 (68) ; )
- Paid aitle, 1 to 10 students 151 ‘ .
‘1 4 9 . Special teacher, 7 or more students . .041 ‘ : '
. o - *When grade s not hsted, there were no service yanables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the .05 level. ' . 1 o
E l C **Proportion of vanance reducuon in residualized gain score (i e, with pretest taken out) as each new variable is entered in a stepwise regression. . D O

.
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Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth for Stu

\

/ . Table D-12

LN L ’

Because They Were No Longer Qualified, by Grade and Year 1 Spring Quartiles

dents Terminated from State/Local Math CE f’rograms in Year2

’ Serviceelte‘ms as Predictors ) ‘ Service Composites as-Predictors - .
Grade* Significant Variance ~ Grade* Significant . Variance
(N) Predictors Accounted For®** (N) Predictors Accounted For**
- -4
.8 . Lowest Quartile - < )
"3 Teacher experience and training 293 c o, .
g7 . : None .
5 Regular teacher,”7 te 13 students .809 ’
{6) ’ . .
- s
- , .+ Second Quartile y .
2 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students 876 B 2 Cost of resources offered” .738
(7) » Regular teacher, 21 or more students . 4 05 @ -~
6 egular teacher, 7 to 13 students 624 -
(8) . v S
Third Quartile ) .
: ' , 6 Total instruction time offered 914
. . i
. ) (5) ;
h¢ . Highest Quartile .
4 Spgcial‘téacher,, 1 to 6 students 166 .
(26) . . None- : .
5 Special teacher, 7 or more students -150 . . . \
37) - S
717 6 Teacher experience and traning 119 - .- : ’ N
(45) s . ’ .
*When gradeasts not Iisted, there were no servicé vanables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the 05 level. ¢
**Propaertion of vanance reduct\lon in residualized gain score (i.e , with pretest taken out) as each new vanable ts entered in a stepwise regression. -
. ‘ . —
. - o ! _;.' 1 D 2 )
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: Table D-13

\

ighificant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth (Assessed Using Year 2 Pretests and Year 1 Change-Scores ) for
udents Terminated from Three Kinds of Reading CE Programs in Year 2 Because They Were No Longer Qualified

I Service Items. as Predictors ) N Service Composites as Predictors |
Grade*, . Significant - . Variance Grade* Significant \Variance
. (N) ‘ Predictors Accounted Forss N) Predictors Accounted For **
IS - ) R s . N . >
4. . " T . 3
‘ Students No Longer Qualified for Title | ) . |
. : . : 8-, 8 ‘el
2~ Non-programmed independent study .019 /
1 (288 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students 016
. P 1
, 3 . Special teacher, 7 or more students. .013 - / s
(345) . ' . . A ~ .
4 Regular teacher, 14 t0 20 students ) ¢ 016 . .
(293) | Regular teacher, 2‘1 or more students P .014 ’ \—/
o 5 Summer intellectual experience 035 , : 5 /ummer intellectual experience .035
n (236)  Special teacher, 7 or more students t s 030 (235) 4 »
6" Paid aide, 1 to 10 students, . .045 ! '
(184) Non-programmed independent study . v 027 e g ot
Summer intellectual experience, 024 ' '
Regular teacher, 1-6 students ) .021 ) —
, « & Students No Longer Qualified for Other-Federal CE : '
" 27 Individualization of instruction 271 ) . . . L ¥
X (21 Hours with a reading tutor . 222 C : . N ’
~ »
% “Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students . .262 p . - - =
(30) ) . -
5 Non-programmed individual study P .358 + -5 Cost_of resources offered 325
17 AR . - (7) jo
“ 6 Regular teacher, \ 4 to 20 students 3 .384 ‘;
(24) © b *
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) . Table D-13 (Continued) R G R o
. - ‘ ) : Students No Longer Qualified for State/Local CE S Y , R b
2 Paid aide, 1 to 10 student; g 036 2 Cost of resources offered ..039 O
(122) . . . . (122) ) L S o
3 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students ) .081 . N O . \ R .
(110 Paid aide, 1 to 10 students . .037 i ¢ L0 .
4 Individualization of instruction * - .058 A i ' R N
e (148) B , . . ey - \ '
[« N ] b
. 6 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students “ 467 . 6 Cost of resources_gffered 403 .
(34)  Hours with a reading tutor A58 7 ’ (34) . ) :
Special teacher, 7 or more students .096 : . s LI
D . - . R DD
*When grade 1s not isted, there were no serice variables that entéred the regression equation at or Heyond tffe 05 level. ¥ 4 \. '
“*Proportion of vanance reduction in residuahized gain score (i.e , with pretest taken out) as each new vanable 1s entdred in a stepwise regression. e \{ JURTEN
. . \ - ‘. , . . . . .
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: * Table D-14

‘v

v

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth (Assessed Using Year 2 Pretests and Year 1 Change-Scores) For Students
Terminated from Three Kinds of Math CE Programs in Year 2 Because They Were No Longer Qualified

’

A
Service Items as Predictors ) Service Composites as Predictors . !
Grade®* Significant _ Variance Grade* Significant Variance
(N) ' Predictors . Accounted For** t N . - Predictors Accounted For**
. (A
) Students No Longer Qualified for Title | \ ‘o,
2 Hours with a math tutor 54 ¢ 2 Cost of resources offered . 102
{122)  Special teacher, 1 to 6 students ‘ .053 (122> '
4 .Individualization of instruction . .056 - 4 Cost of resources offeréd . .031
213) Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .052 (213) . o !
Special teacher, 1 to 6 students -.019 . .- : X
. Hours with a math tutor .017 )
‘.5 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students . . 048 ~
- #23) :
O. . . . ¢
~N 6 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students : 172 6 Cost of resources offered ¥.109.,
(100) Hours with a math tutor .060 , . (100) -~ N -
Programmed independent study ‘ .044 \‘——\ : :
/ . ~ o
) ' Students No Longer Qualified for Other-Federal CE - ‘ ' T
T4 . , . to.
6 Regular teacher, 1-6 students 615 = 6 Cpst of resources offered * 739
‘T . . 2 an Semmer math experience ° 131
B 4 ] .
; - > ey 5
Students No Longer Qualified for State/Local CE
3 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students ©as) . o
(43) ¢ : ‘ 0 e ) . - L8
4 Summer intellectual experieppe .068 s Total inétrugtion time offered 071, .
2 = (105) - . : . ~ (105) . - ! ’
. . ; 5 Summer intellectual experience 7 :
L R . . T (68) Totak instruction time offered ' 087 .
e 1
“When grade 15 not Iisted, there were no service vanables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the .05-evel . . ' )
Q **Proportion of vanance reduction in residualized 83in score (1 e, with pretest and previous year's gain taken outyfs each new vanable is ente/red
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¢ . Table D-15
- . . ¢ ’ ‘
Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achieveinent Growth (Assessed Using Year 2 Pretests and Year 1 Change-Scores).for
Students Terminated from Three Kinds of Readilg CE Programs in Year 2 Because They Were Promoted af a Grade With No CE

~ Service Items-as Predictors - . Service Composites af Predictors /\ .
" Grade Significant Variance _ Grade* Significant Variance
(N) Predictors Accounted For** . (N) Predictors ‘ Accounted For**
~ { - L) . X
. Students P‘omoted Out of Title | . \ :
3 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .085
(64) ; . !
4 Individualization of instruction .025
(217) ‘ ) : ‘ s
» » h TN
N Regufar teacher, 1 to 6 students . .083 =< 5 Summer reading experience .075
(64)  Summer reading experience . 059 - " (ef) .
6  Hours with a reading tutor .287
(36) Regdlar teacher, 1 to 6 students .086
» Pl - - T
~ Students Promoted Out of Other-Federal CE Programs 5T u
4 Hogs_with a reading tutor ~ 491 s 4 Cost of r'esources offered .270
(22)  Regular teacher, 1 tg 6.students 132 ‘ (22) ’ )
. Special teacher, 7 or more students 3 .099 ‘ .
S 'Programmed independent study ¢ 584 .
(a1 . Je . ) - .

A
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: . Table D-15 (Continued) ) :
¥ ]

Students Promoted Out of State/Local CE Programs

2 Non-programmed independent study ! _ .558 . 2 Total instruction ﬁme offered .498
(12 - . f . f . . (12)
-3 Special teaoéer, 7 or more students .238 > i \ 7
(43) . . . .
My o |- bd : \
4 ‘Total instruction time offered RRR )
-—t - .(47) . ) - v, T . - | '
’ 8 5 Paid aide, 1 to 10 students -~ .618 5 \Summer reading exgerience .265
(18) Special teacher, 1 to 6 students 129 . (18) :
- 4
6.  Regular teacher, 21 or more students 661 . . & J '
(14) L ) : ‘ "
\ . ‘ . L , 4
*When grade is not(nstcd, there were no service variables that entered the régngssoon equation at or beyond the .05 l;vel. ’ - &4 s
* *Proportion of vanance reduction in residualized gain score (i e., with ‘Pfe(est and previous year's gan taken-out) as each new vanable is entered * 7N s, R
na stepwise rwm. | : ] ‘.‘ . ,
— | N . had ) 7 i . t -
. | f . -
; | . : . :
i 4
¢ . } N - A - * .
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¢ ~ Table D-16

-
P .

f - A Y
Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Gro:‘/zl (Assessed Using Year 2 Pretests and Year 1 Change-Scores) for Studenls
’ Terminated from Three Kinds of Math CE Programs in Year 2 Because They Were Promoted to a Grade With No CE N

N
S Service Items and Predictors . L ¢ Service Composites as Predictors
Grade* Significant - Variance Grade* Significant Variance
T (N) Predictors . Accouned For** . (N) Predictors Accounted For**
N
. \" ' C Students Prgmoted Out of Title |
. . -~ S .
4 Programmed independent study . 22 .
.7 (59) : . T ~'—__ None
6 . Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students Loe .1‘34 N . -
45) Individualization of instruction 173 t : . /
/-J - Students Promoted Out of Other-Federal CE Programs .
. 33 s - L]
4 Non-programmed independent study " 91
(63)K|ndividualization of instruction - .107 .
» Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students .053 None
. . Hours with a math tutor .063 ¥ “
’ ) - = .
> J Students Promoted Out of State/Local CE Programs
None T . . None ¢~ Lo '
- N \ - ! \
*When grade 1s not listed, there were no service vanables that entered the regression equation at or be‘yond the .05 level. ' v -

**Proportion of vanance reduction in residualized gain score 1 e , with pretest and

previous year’s gan taken out) 3s each nsy vaniable 1s entered
In 2 stepwise regression
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- Table D-17
Significant Predictors of Year 2 Readiﬁg Achievement Growth (Assessed Using Year 2 Pretests and Year 1 Change-Scores) for
Students Terminated from Two Kinds of Reading CE Programs in Year 2 Because Their Schools Lost Funding for CE Programs

. Service Items as Predictors : Ser;rice Composites as Predictors
- | Grade* . Significant ! Variance Grade* Significant Variance
(N) . Predictors ~Accounted.For** - (N) Predictors . ©  Accqunted For**
. . - ' - . E
Students in Schools That tost Other-Federal CE Funding
2 Regular teacher, 21 or more students 157 ) . N
(84) Special teacher, 1 to 6 sgdents v 072 . c
: 3 7 Special teacher, 1 to 6 students 156 g 3 Summer reading expenence .066
. 81 Summer reading experience .055 81) = .
. Regular teacher, 21 or more students .053 -
&5 o
4 Individualization of instruction 212 . ) /
(31) Special teacher, 1 to 6 students . 161 ' .
- N .
: . L3 '/ N * .
' Students in Schools That Lost State/Local CE Funding ¢ , N\
. ‘/
2 Individualization of instruction~— - 115 2 - Total instruction time offered .065 i
. | (128) Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students 079 ) (128)
3 Regular teacher, 1to 6 studgnts .035 . 3 * Cost of resources offered ‘ 035
(141) - . T . {141) '
4 Special teacher, 7 or more students .059 - ' _ .
(117) Programmed independent study 045 . ’ .
Regular teacher, 21 or more students .05 . !
Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .038 * K—-/ )
6 Hours with a reading tutor 284J° 6 Summer intellectual experience .200
(33) Summer intellectual experience ? .108 ’ (33) - Total instruction time offered 129
Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students . 123 . ~
*When grade 15 not hsted, .there were no service vanables that entered the regression équatnon at or beyond the 05 Ievél
¢ *Proportion of vanance reduction in residual gainscore (1 e, with pretest and previous year’s gain taken out) as each new vanable is entered . o
in a stepwise regression . N )

-
. -
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Significant Predictors
Terminated fro
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" Table-D-18

1

aof Year 2 Math Achievement Growth (Assessed Using Year
m Three Kinds of Math CE Programs in Year 2 Because T

Vs

2 Pretests and Year 1 Change-Scores) for Students
heir Schools Lost Funding for CE Programs

Service Items as Predictors

Grade* 2
Ny

Significant
Predictprs

Variance

Accounted For**

[/~

Service Composites as Predictors

-

Grade*
(f‘l)

Significant
Predictors

Variance -

Accounted For**

«

Regular téacher, 21 or more students

]

Studesits in Schools That Lost Title | Funding

2 . .245 4
Individualizai £i . .
(29) ndividualizaion of instruction ) 116 .
3 Special teacher, 1 tg 6 students .095 —
, (59) Hours with a math tutor .091 : ,
- . a~
4 - Individualization of instruction 1234 '
(52) . ‘ o .
~ 5.7 Regular teacher, 21 or more students a2 5 Cost of resources offered .162
(40) .~ . 40) ) .
-Students in Schools That Lost Other-Federal GE Funding
¢ ‘. .
4 Programmed independent study BN 454 ) : .
(13) Individualization of instruction .309 -
¢ Regular teacher, 1 10 6 students .109 * None N
6 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students 791 T
(8) >

)

1673
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Table D-18 (Continued)

2" Regular%cher, 14 to 20 students
(116) . "

4 Paid aide, 1 to 10 students
(96) Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students

35 Programmed independent study
(104) Non-programmed independent study

6 Regular teacher, 7-t0" 13 students
43) Paid aide, 1 to 10 students

A

* Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students
']

129 2
. (116)

087 T

072 (96)

103

061

192

6
111 - \(43)

.076

- Total instruction time offered

Students in Schools That Lost State/Local CE Funding

Summer math expenence .
Total instruction time offered
Cost of resources offered

Summer math expenence
&

036

064

.042
089

134

'Whengrade:sno(listed.therewerenoservrcevanablesthatmeredtherwessaonemutionatorbeyonddte 05 level

In 2 stepwise regression

+ **Proportion of vanance reduction in residuahized gain score i e., with pretest and previous year’s gain taken out) as each new vanable 1n entered




